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" Daiiiers prophecies reach, to the end of the w^rld; and there is scares 
^ a propbecy in the Old Testament concerning Christ, which doth not in 
** sonietliing or other relate to his second coming.'' Sir Isaac Newton's 
Obsrrv. op Daniel, part i. chap. 10, p. 132. 
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1PREI*ACE» 



Th£b1e 6te few predictions that hate been itiofii 
repeatedly discussed than that which usually beari 
the name of the prophecy (ff the seventy weeks. 

_ * 

Its acknowledged importance has excited universal 
attentioti : yet the veiy number of its discordant ei-* 
positors seems to show^ that no interpretation has 
hitherto been produced which is in all points unob* 
jectionable. Such is certainly the impression left 
tipon my own mind by the perusal of various com^ 
mentaries on the prophecy In question* Most of 
them contain something good : but it has tiever yet 
been my fate to meet with any one^ which is alfoge^ 
ther satisfactory. This appeared to me to be a 
matter worthy of very serious consideration. For, 
if a Christian felt and acknowledged the difficulty 
gf making this i)rophecy quadrate eicactly with the 
times of him whom he receives as the Messiah; he 

could 



( VI ) 

could not but be conscious, that every intelligent 
Jew must equally feel the difficulty, which to him 
Mould doubtless be a matter of triumph. The ad- 
vocate for the divine mission of Jesus might per- 
haps perplex his Hebrew opponent by urging, that 
the desoktion of Jerusalem is represented in the 
prophecy as succeeding the times of the Messiah, 
that Jerusalem has long been desolate, and there- 
fore that the times of the Messiah must be past : 
but possibly he might himself be little less per- 
plexed, if his antagonist demanded an tmobjection- 
able explanation of the prophecy as applied to. Je- 
sus ; and if he urged, that, were Jesus really the 
Messiah, such an explanation surely might be pro- 
duced and certainly ought to be expected. The 
matter, worthy as it is of consideration in all ages, 
further appeared to me to require a peculiar degree 
of attention in times like the pi^esent* Whatever 
be the precise date of the 1260 years, we cannot 
be *cery far removed from their termination ; and, 
whenever their termination shall arrive, we may ex- 
pect to see the restoration of the Jews commence. 
Such being the case, it is surely a point of no small 

importance, 
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impDrtance, that one of the most remarkable pro- 
phecies relative to the Messiah should be clearly 
shewn to have been accomplished in the person of 
Jesus of Nazareth, or at least that all that part of 
it which relates to the Messiah should be shewn to 
have been thus accomplished^ If this can be done, 
when the almost mathematical evidence of an ac- 
complished nwnerical prophecy is considered, it 
may be hoped that at least one stumbling block in 
the way of the conversion of the Jews may be r«- 
moved. 

1. In order that the subject, may be thoroughly 
discussed, it will be necessary frst to inquire into 

. the proper mode qf computing the s&oenty weeks*, 
This must plainly be ascertained, before any satis-* 
factory attempt can be made at explanation « 

2. 'Ihi^second point of inquiry will be the true 
dates of the different edicts of the kings of Persia 
infa*oour of the Jews; because from some one or 
other of these the seventy weeks must^ by the ex* 
press declaration of the prophecy, be reckoned. 

J 3. It will in the third place be expedient to exa* 
mine tfic different interpretations which, have hi-^ 

therte 



iherto been btinight forward. Tfxe person, wftor 
' prosecutes thb examination, would do well to place 
himself in the situation of an unconverted Jew, to 
raise every objection against them that he is able, 
and to subject every position to the most rigid scru- 
tiny^ Thus will the ground be cleared for a riiofe 
consistent interpretation, if any such can be pro- 
duced. 

4. After these preliminary discussions^ it will ber ' 
highly necessary to examine the prophecy itself in 
the original language^ in order that, in tM fourth 

, place^ we may ascertain its true meaning : for it is 
obvious, that. Until we obtain what may be esteem- 
ed a faithful translation, every attempt at exposition 
must be altogether fruitless. 

5. Wlien this matter is settled^ it will still be ad- 
viseable to postpone all direct applicatory mterpre- 

' tation, until we have, in the fifth place, considered 
the mutual relation of the different clauses of the 
prophecy m tht abstract. Tor this purpose, we 
must endeavour, as far as may be, to divest our- 
selves of all predilection for particular modes of ex- 

> 

position: we must endeavour to forget, that the 
1 prophecy 
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prophecy tas ever been at all explained t we must 
study it, as we would do any portion of uninspired 
writing, tiii^rely that we may learn the connection of 
its differetit clauses with each other, and thus elicit 
the general meaning of the author: we must sift it, 
in short, by the ordinary rules of composition ; and 
thus exhibit, in a severe scientific form, its general 
abstract meaning, without any regard to what may 
Or may not be its particular application to events. 
By adopting such a plan, we shall effectaally curb 
the flights of imagination; bind down any future 
exposition to certain established rules ; and deaden 
at least, if not altogether annihilate, the overbearing 
influence ' of prepossession. 

6. We shall now be prepared, in the sixth placcy 
to enter upon the main object of our inquiries, an 
applicatory interpretation of the prophecy itself* 
For this the mass of preliminary matter will be 
found peculiarly serviceable, not to say absolutely 
necessary. Our interpretation will be hedged in* 
on every side. We shall be compelled to adhere 
to the mode of calculation, which has been she^ra 
to be the true one. We shall be compelled to ad- 
here 
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here to the chronology of the dates^ which hds beefi 
duly established. We shall be compelled to avoid 
all those errors, which have been detected and cen- 
jsured in other expositions. We shall be compelled 
to square our interpretation by the proposed version 
of the prophecy, so far as that version has been 
proved to exhibit the genuine sense of the originaL 
And we shall be compelled to reject all expositions 
€f particular parts of the prophecy, which will not 
quadrate with its abstract meaning as impartially 
ascertained according to the ordinary rules of com- 
position. When we are thus confined on all sides, 
1 will not indeed say, that the interpretation which 
we produce mudt be the true one ; but I may cer- 
tainly say, that tlicre is at least a strong probabiliiy 
of its being so. 

7* Yet, after every precaution, it Is scarcely to 
be expected that our interpretation should be free 
from all objections: because objections doubtless 
. may occur, which could not be guarded against in 
the preliminary matter however comprehensive. It 
will be proper therefore, in the seventh place^ to 
consider all those objectionf, which may be urged 

against 
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against the system proposed^ and zvhich either have 
not been quite fully anticipated or hwce hitherto been 
altogether unnoticed. 

8. When this has been done, the author may be 
allowed, in the last place ^ to conclude with a few ap* 
propriate observations. 

Whether I have succeeded in producing an ex- 
position perfectly unobjectionable, the public must 
determine. I have at least attempted to do so, both 
by avoiding what I conceive to be the errors of my 
predecessors, and by binding myself down to cer- 
tain rules, from which I am not conscious that I 
have ever departed. Should it prove in any re- 
spect useful to the Jewish nation, .the wish nearest 
the author's heart will be fulfilled. 

JiiR« 28, 1 809. 
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CHAP. L 

made of fiomputing thfipmsti tmhi 



T is a question, isrhetber the seventy weeks are con^ppsed of 
Bolar years or pf knar years ; and, if of |;he UttfiT$ wbetb^f 
/each year contains 354 days or 36Q days. p» 3. 
J. T^ei^ is no reason to suppose, Hmt the leTeoty- weeks ar# 

composed of years containing each 354 d^ys, p.S* 
||. But several arguments have be^p adduced ^ p^v^i that 
they art comppsed pf years pontuping ^adi 3^ diijs^ 
p. 7. 
l^ The grounds pn vhii2h &(r. MftrihaU ip^iiitiuiis Ak tQi^ 
haye be^n the case. p. 7f 
(1.) From the h^flib of the Coptic yetir. p» 7^ 
(2.) Froi» th^e k^gfh of the Egj^ptian yewr, p, 7. 
(30 From tte length of t|ijB GreeJ^ yijan p. 7. 
(4.) From the length of the Romai^yemr. p. & 
(5.) Ffpm the liengtii of t^r Cbal4fAn «M F^ntt^n yis8r« 

p. 3. 
X6.) From the length of the year of other Asijilw aations, 

p. 8. 
(7.) From the tl^ree timet ^nd a l^s^lf of Paoiel and St^ 
John. p. 8. 
d. Granting ^he truth of this statement/ it 4of9 not follow 
that the infcareoce drawn from it is just; becausr^ 
whatever mif^t ha the length of b. tingle year, the 
question ^ Whether ^ Mr«e< of such years was not hy 
ifiteroalation or other mean^ made equal to e fqrtea* 
f^m •«"«!» 9i wlot jf«fti«. p, %i 



( xiv ) 

(1.) One method of iMjgth^Jiiing the year of 360 days was 
by adding 5 supernumerary daydattbe end of it. p. 9* 

(2.) Another method was by occasional monthly interca- 
lation, p. 10. - ^ - - 
3. Aware of this remark, Mr, Marshall attempts to shew 
that the year of 360 days was lised collectiveli/ as well 
•i9A\ig/y.p. 11. 

(1.) His first argument from the cpnyersation of Solpn 
with Cresus stated, and answered, p. II. 

(2.) "His second argument from the continuance of the 
Babylonian captivity stated, and answered by shew* 
5ng the true length of that captivity, p. 13. 

(3.) His tfiifd argument from the collective sum of three 
years and a half stated, and answered, p. S^. 

Mil * ' * * ? 

is ftmrth argument from Solomon's purveyorship^ 

stated, and answered. p« 36. 
4i;'From4he'sileni:eof Scripture there is reason to suppose, 
that monthly intercalations were unknown to the 
moro ancieiit Jews : whence it will follow, that ^ se- 
ries .of their years must have been equal to a corres** 
pondiugvseti^ of yeats either of 360 days each or of 
365 days ^ath I p. 38. 
. (iv) 3)be latter ai^ued to be the case from two of the 
great Jewish festivals being $xe4 to spring and auv 
tumti. p.40. 

(^f) From the lengths pf the Levitic^l weeks of years* 
p. 42.' .' • 

(3.) From the duration of the sojourning of the children 
of Israel.' p. 43, 

(4.) From the impossibility ofr^conciling the chronology 
of Israel with that of 'the'ntighbatiring nations by 
the former mode of coroputatron. p. 46; 
j»« 'The sum of the matter is, thai the mpre ancient Jewish 
year must have' been sdlar. p. 47. - * '. ' * j 

• 6, Thii 
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6* This however is of no consequence in reckoning the 

venly weeks ; because, whatever might be the length 
of a single Jewish year, the fixed nature of the great 
festivals proves, that a series of such years must have 
' been made equal to a corresponding series of solar 
years, p. 47- 

III. The argument strengthened by the authority of persinn 

who have written on the subject, p. 48» ^ ^ ^ 

1. Jackson, p. 49. /'' ' * 

2, Prideaux. p. 60. /'. 
d. Sir Isaac Newton, p, 62* 

4« Blayney. p. 62. , 

5. Davies. p, 65* 

IV. The conclusion is, that the more ancient Jews used the so? 

lar year, and that they did not begin to use the in- 
tercalated lunar year until the time of the Greek 
princes in Asia, when the Rabbinical Ve^Adar^ which 
is unknown in Scripture, was introduced, p. 74« 

1. Sut, however this may be, the observance of the gre^t 
festivals proves, that a scries of Jewish yearjs must 
}iave heeo equal to a series of solar years, p. 75. 

2.. WlienCe it will follow, that the 490 years of the seventy^ 
weeks must, either singly bi^ collectively, be equal to 
450 solar years, p. 76, 

3^ Therefore no interpretation of the prophecy can be ad- 
mitted, which is built on a calculation by abbreviated 
Jiinar years of either de$pription. p. 77» 



CHAP. II. 

Concerning the chronology of the decrees enacted bif the Kings of 

Persia for the rebuilding of the temple and dty of Jerusalem and 

for the restoration of the civil and ecclesiastical polity ofjudah^ 

|. IT has generally been said that^/bur decrees were enacted for 

these several purposes, but it does not itppeQ^r tha^ 

there were any more than three, p. 78. 

IJ. The 
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II. Tkfi date of the first decree, enacted in the first year of 

Cyrus, is A. P. J. 4178 and A. A. ,C. 536, p. S2. 

III. It has been questioned, whether the second decree was 

enacted by Darius (f^staspis or Darius Nothus. The 
Utter opinion may b^ proved to b^ erroneous by four 
arguments, p. 83. 

|. The fi^t argument, p. 83, 

2. The second argument* p. 84» 

9. The third argument. p« 87f 

4* The fourth argument. The second decree therefore Wft| 
enacted in the third year of Dariui Hy^ta^pis^ 
A. P. J. 4195 and A. A. C. 519; p. 91, 
|V. There is a dispute respecting the true commencement of 
the reigp of Artaxerxes I^ongiipanus. p^ ^4^ 

1. The opinion oi Petavius considered, p. 97* 

2. ITie opinion of Usher considered, p. IpJ^ 

3. The opinion of Ptoletny and Prideaux t^dopted ; whence 

the edict qf the seventh year of Artaxerxes ^. fixed 
to A. P. J. 4256 and A. A. C, 458. p, 106. 

V» A table shewing the dates of the three edicts and the ver-v 
bal permission of the twentieth year of Artaxerxes, 
according to the years of the eri^ of Nabonassar, the 
years of the Julian period^ an^ (he years before th^r 
Christian era. p. 106. 

VI. Tb« result from the preceding discussion is, that no inter- 
, pretation of the prophecy can be admitted, unless \% ' 
coiqputes the severity we$:ks from some one of the 
tab}ished d&tes of t)ie Persian edicts, p. 107. 



CHAP, III; 

Concerning tkc varums interpreMiofna which i^vc bcfpgji'Un^ 

th^prophecy ojiht seventy veeki* 
I. Interpretations, which reckon the period of the seventy 
weeks from the twcnttetb ^ear'of Artaxefxcs t^ongir 
maniis. p; 109. 

It Inters 



< i. Intfer|>i'etation of .Africabus^ Objections to it; p. 16$; 
S« Interpretatioos bf Petayi^s and Usher; pbje,ctions to 
them. p. 112. 
^ d. Interpl-istations 6f Lloyd, karshaS, Butt, and Wintl«* 
p. 118; 
(1.) ^rst otyjectioni p. IS6. 
(2*) Secoad objection, p. I^d. 
(3.) Third objection, p. 123. 
(4.) Fotirth objection, p. 128; 
,IL Intelt)retMionS| which reckon the ^eribd ffbhi tlie third bje 
the sixth year of Darius, erroneously supposed to bci 
Darius NothUs. Those of Scaliger and Mede. Ob-^ 
jections to them, pi 13&. 
III. Interpretations, which l*eckon the period from the seVenth 
year of Artaxerx^ Longimanus. p. 137. 
1. Interpretation of Sir Isaac Newton. Objectiolis to iU 

p. 13S« 
8. inteq>retation of Prideaiix. Objections to It p. 144. 
d. Interpretation of Comdius a Lapide^ Objections to it* 
p* 157# 
tVi Ititerpretations^ which redkon the period from the first 
year of Cyrus, p. 1584 
1* Interptietation of Bhiyney. p^ 158^ 

(l.>^ Objections to the proposed new headings, p. l68. 
(2.) Objections t0 the interpretation founded on them« 
p. 177. 
S. Interpretation of I^ncaster. Pi 2024 
(1.) First objection^ p. 208. 
(2.) Second objection^ p. 21 14 
^3.) Third olgeetion. p« ^18^ 
(4.) Fourth obj/ectLon. p. 221^ 
.. ^JS.) 1^ vfcjectiom p. 22^4 

a CHAK 
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CHAP. IV. 

Concerning the proper translation of the prophecy ^ 

THE supposed genuine original text exhibited and translated* 

p. 228. 
I. A defence of four various readings, p». 230. 

« 

i . The first reading, p. 230. 
* 2- The second reading, p. 230. . . 

3. The third reading, p. 23Q. . . ' 

4.- The fourth reading, p. 231. 
HI, A defence of certain variations from the comtufqn Englibii 
version, p. 232. 

1. The first variation, p. 232* 

2. The second variation, p. 233. 

3. The third variation. p# 234. 
[ 4. The fourth variation, p. 235, 

5. The fifth variation, p, 235. 
6* The sixth variation, p. 235* 

7. The seventh variation, p. 237* 

Z. The eighth variation, p. 238. ^ - , 

9. The ninth variation, p. 242. 

10. The tenth variation, p, 242. ^ 

1 1. The eleventh variajtion^. p. 245» 

12. The twelfth variation, p. 245. , , . 

13. The thirteenth variation.^p. ^3# 
\^. The fourteenth variation, p. 264» 
15. The fifteenth variation, p. 254. 
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CHAP. V. 

Concerning the mutual relation of the different clauses of tlte 

prophecy considered in the abstract. 
THE importance and utility of establishing certain abstract 
posittons, deduced froni an examination of the pro- 
phecy itself without reference to any system of inter- 
pretation, p. 256. 

1, The 



1. The first abstract position, p, 25Ct ' • 

S. The sec6tid. p. 259. — 
•3. The third, p. 2S&. * ' - 

4. The fourth, p. 260. .^ . • ' 

' 5.*ThefifA'.p.562. * •' 

6/Thesixth. p.2ff2/ 

7. The seventh, p* 265, / • ' 

» ;«. The eighth, p.^5. / * - ^ 

•^. The ninth, p. 268. ' 

• 10. The tenth, p. 268. ' . 

11* The eleventh, p. 271. 

' JIITThc twelftb..p. 27^# 

• • • 

CPAP. VJ. 

An inqmry into the proper interpretation^ of tit prophecy. 

1^ ADi^l^^^S£iONof'thefint clause of t^e prophecy, con<« 
tabled HI Vep. 24. p. £61. 

.'*)• An ii^qniiy into theimport of the six particatars coih 
tained in this clause, p. 281, 
. (1.) Thefintparticalar. pw^d82; ... 

(2.) The second particular, p. 286« 
: (3.) The tUrdpairtiicttlaar.f>«^290. 
(4.) The JQurth paTttcttlar« p, 99^. 
(5.) The 4fth particular. p« ^93. 
(jS.) Thcf siKth partioulav. p. ^97^ 
gt With three of these particulars^ which are synchronical 
9Lwi dbconcdogically later than the other three parti** 
culars, the seventy weeks must terminate : and, since 
. these three later patticulart synchronize with the 
crucifixion^ the seventy weeks must terminate with 
the crucifixion. Therefore they must commence se-t 
Yenty weeks or 490 years before the crucifixion. And 
(his «po.ch of their commencemeut precisely coincidess 

« 4 vfUli 
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«vith the date «f tlie going forth of the deefee ki the 
seventh yoar of Artiuceqces Longimanus* Therefore 
that decree must he the decree utentlQiied in the pro« 
phecy^, 299, 
3^ The question discussed, how this arrangement agreet vrith 
the sevei)ty weeks heing the tiiipes of the holy ctty^ p« 
302. ; 

(1.) In order to rceoncile them, we i^e neceasarily kd ,to 
conclude, that the holy city is not the literal Jerusa^ 
lem, but a figurative holy city, namely the l^evitii^al 
ichurch and polity, p. 302- 

(2.) This point is established by comparing the proph^y 
>vith the edict of the seventh year of Artaxerxes. p« 
308. 

(3.) It is likewise e^tabli$he$ by the context of the prcH 
' plmt kielf. f. $iq: 

(4.) SiiKh . i(nintearprela£on i^ords ^tK ikh scl|ioMM|p4I 
exposition of othcf paraUiSl pnas^^esi. p* 8lf . 
^ 4 4ii9e)|4Hai( ^i the" ^^p^nA ida«0e, confsinfNiip^ Ver^: ft5» ^jp, 

315, 
). Arrangement of the sitiAHevpviQdt f^illwhai^cr^Hhia 
the seventy wedk^. p. ^VB^ ' 

(1.) T)ie .sixty nin&' Swedes'! fcadi mto iMd XtisslA\ by 
which roust be tindefstooid rniia ^tkept^mi^c^^t of 
the Gospel dispdWtim* AccOiMlin||ly^ if refick^ned 
from the seventh .J'dar; of Artaa^YiMS lM»AgiMdnu8> 
Ihi^ torn^nolte in A. P. J. 4739 ; li^hich i» the fi Aeeiftii 
year of Tiblertus ^alpisla^d from his adlnission to ^ 
copfurtneiafaip of th^ empitey and i^ wfaicli the minis- 
try of ^dbn the fikptist (de^tfed fery oar Lord to be 
the tieginning. of tfa^ Ck^spe^ dis^ttttsatiou) commenc- 
ed, p, 3l6. 

(2.) A reply to Mr. Mafsirairs dbjecttont ag^iMt this ar<^ 
nmgement of S^ Lisl^s £|beei](tli yef r .of l^^r^us. p^ 
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' 4. Tt^ Mvei>#«eiBS reicft !t(t the iMunpktfoa V>f iBi l^ebVild* 
. . iMto 9f "tbe. flgunctive hol^ city, wWh kiiust have 
token pla<!0 «hout A* P. J^ 4305* p. ^97« 

0*) "^^ A*^ ^fc^taioHr dgkimst tliis iirraii^metit miswar- 

cd. p. 332. 
<20' Tfti(e wcond^o\%Htion iMswered, p. 593. 
^^ Tbe third objcQtHni nftiwvred. p. 336* 
4. bi wkst maaaor the rebitilding of ibe hdly tity tvat to be 
cwrried 6|«' «^ pefpaual i^rrMHe; mud Jim deddoHi p. 
33p. .*'•-•.''.■• 
liL A ditOHttHyn of the ihktd daiise, coiitoioed ifi tliekfo)nier 
' * pcdt «^ 'Ve#« CS. M^kth's divorce of tfa^ Levitical 
.' ^ diilrck «iMlr'tb^eitt>itbtieFii 6f thtsvitty nifae weeks, 

■ 

p. 340. '• 

1V# A diieuMibn 6(tht tcMttb eiaVise^ contained iti !he latter 
pert of Ytf, 36. p. 348. 
U 9beica|vilptiofr ^ tb^ people wae tlie tense of Messiah's 
divorcing tlM Leiitkfel elkuitfi. p; 346* ' "^ ^ 
: Ar Vit peiiiAnfeiftl ^ Hid penile l&r ihtit dbrnipgio^. ^. 
353. .>..••.. J 

«Mir.3i$3, '■ 

(1.) Tbe miseries €S:p«rim6«ii>Hy le^ti^stKnK'. -p. t6i, 
(3.) Tbe miseries €5{peri«i%^ b/JudSa. p, 887. 
4. How the war wetj^Ay ^ki^ivponi pi 3($CH' * - 

V, A discussion of ^ifdi dlMi^^ eohMi^d' In fte former 

part of Vcfr.'ttZ. Th* mekifig of the new coveniEtiil 
during omnMek, end th^disanhiilliHg of the dii ohV 
p. 364, .• 

VI. A discussion of the sfjtth clause, contained in the latter 

part of Ver, 27, p, 373, 
|. The abolition of the daily sacrifice in half a week, p. 373, 
(1.) Dr. Prideaiix's great error is the supposing this half. 
W^k i/o Be the half of the seventieth week. p« 373. ' 
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(t.) K is: the three years and a baif that eiaiped before « Acr 
abolition of the Levitical s&icriiices towards- the cIom 
of the siege of Jerusalem, p. SfS, 
8* The Mf^&h caused them tQ;cea£eby the ioslromentality 

of the Roman arms, p. 379- 
if Yet it is foretold in thfi^ le«t idauset of Ihe. prophecy, that 
the RoAian^ ibjemselves arei. in their tarn ilcs^n^d to 
d^truction, and that the Jewish 'sacridces aball bo 
^s);oi:ed^ ^im spiritual m^Quer, a( the expiration of 
the great period of 1260 years, p. 379. . 
- . (A>) Thi^: mterj>retation is.necirtsary feu: varions t^itsons,: 
Jt J ajloup reconciles l>a|iiel>ith Jerejaiab. ; It exh}* 
. t^its P^piel in.uni^oii both w^tb himB^U anil with all 
the other prophets. It appears to bo the very inter- 
. . pret^ion given by oui? l^ord bin^ielf. It j-eomire^ ce^! 

tain objections built oi^ .t|iq cp^ip^tipn of'the pro« 
phccy with Pa<»»«d'8 previo^q $Nip|^iei|tiop> p^ JB3«£ 
(?.) Objection tp it ^i)sw^re4«. p«^39^ :v . ^ 

Hf.J;^^ th#.end^poiise4 i^pou tte ^o)i9iwh:JmiyMciik4 
vptm. p. 394. . : 

\H. >^.«ipl^«^qTy\jMll»f*iiw*.^* *wi'WhDk.^prcfbc^, 
p. 395. A e ..i),» 

1. P^Rafhia^4ifthe«.r^t:<rtvi^ F*,3W4^^. .... ir(l) 

2. Paraphf*ase of. the<|eco^4,flau8e, p.;3(9& • a ! «\: .. 

3. Paraphrafe of ihC; ^hird iPteuse^^P* 397* . . :r . t .4* 
^ 1^^ . ^v^hi;|se pf the fQurUuollMiiie« f^39% 

^ ^«^/fa,rf phrase of thefifthiiiatts^* p. 39ft* 
^f P^raphr{^e of t^e fixtbfria&^o* p^JWS^ 

CBBaaaasaaasR 

^n examination of the ohjectionsi which' may ie n\adc tp ^^ 
-' ' ' preceding interpretation. 

I. THE fiftt objection to the mystif; interpretation •f J^erusfUem% 
p. 400.' ' 

' r . :i.Th^ 



I. The first answer to it. p. 401. 
S» The second ansyrer to it. jp* 402^ 
(1.) The first co/cHlkry to the ^conti answer, pt 403^ 
(2.) The second corollary, p. 404. 
II* The second objection to tht divorce taking plact before tik 
twits of the holy city had fully expired. The reply {q 
it. p. 406. 

III. The third objectiou to the dffidency of proof that Hm rc^ 

building of thejigurative holy city toas completei gt thM 
end of the seveu xoeeh. The reply to it. p«.409, 

IV. The fourth objection to the referring the tfi^ wek of the 

seventy to the period of the ministration of the Gospel^ 
on the ground of its being interfused in the midst ijfmat' 
ters relative to the Jewish war. The reply to .it. 
p. 413. 

V. The fifth objection to the half week being considered as no 

p^t of the seventieth %oetlk. . The rep4y lo i^t. p. 4l6» 

VI. Th^ sixth objection t6 the. computaHon of the. seventy weekg 

by solar years, The> reply to ik p* 419p 
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CHAP. viir. 

Observations by way of conclusion^ 

1* An accomplished prophecy is not necessarily^so clea/ as 
to be understood without labour or mental exertion,^ 
p. 422* 

ir. An addres to the Jews. p. 424. 

9. An address to Christians* p. 427* 
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ttefstfODo^^ieal ciition of Ptolemy afrenged synctironjcally 
with the kings of Judah and Assyria, the high-priests 
til Judah, the Greek kings of Syria^ and the princes 
-and kiap of Jud^a. p. 430. 
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SttCCtasion of the kin^of Jodah, the hfgh-priesl#:of Judab 
and the princcaaiid kingd of Jltdia^'ftom the com-' 
mencement of the eia of Kahontfssar, ananged syiH 
chronically with the king;^ of Babylon, Assyria, Per- 
aia^ Egypt, Syria, and^e Koman emperors, p* 433, 
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PIS3ERTATION, S^c 



CHAPTER I. 

Concerning the proper mode of computing the 

seventy weeh. 

In an attempt to elucidate the prophecif of the 
seventy weeks, as the prediction contained iq the 
latter end of the ninth chapter of Daniel is usually 
denominated, the first point necessary to be ascer- 
tained i^ the proper mode of computing those 
tpeehs* 

That they are weeks, of which each day is to be 
estimated as a year, is almost universally allowed "'^r 

but 

• IMfr. Wintle mentions an anonymous writer on ^his prophecy, 
who bas confined the weeks altogether to lyeeks of days (Trans* 
pf Dan. in loc.) : and some of the Jewish Rabbles, to evade the 

^ 2 argument 
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but there has been a considerable discrepance of opi- 
nion respecting the kind of year which may be sup- 
posed to have been used by Daniel — Several com- 
mentators have maintained, that the prophet reckons 
by solar years ; or, what amounts to the same thing, 
that the 490 years of the seventy weeks are, accord- 
ing to the Jewish mode of computation, collectively 
equal to 490 solar years. Among these we find the 
names of Usher, Petavius, Scaliger, Mede, Prideaux, 
Sir Isaac Newton, Cornelius a Lapide, Lancaster, 
and Blayney — Others have maintained, that he reck- 
ons by lunar years collectively^ no less than singu^ 
larly : which makes the 490 years fall considerably 
short of 490 solar years/ This opinion was first ad- 
vanced by Africanus, M(ho flourished in the beginning 
of the third century : and he has been followed by 
Theodoret, Bede, Zonaras, Rupertus, and most of 
the Romish expositors — But those, who agree in 
adopting the computation by lunar years, differ 

Argument whicli Christians draw from it in favour of the Mes<« 
jiahship of Jesus^ pretend, that each week is a jubilee or 49 
years, and consequently that the whole tecenty •Ofteks are equK 
Yalent to 3i30 years (Cornel, a Lap, Comment, in Dan. ix. 24.)« 
But such systems as these have ever been short-lived* As for 
the Talmud, it acknowledges the- seventy weeks to be 490 years 
(Ibid.). The same opinion is likewise maintained by Menas-; 
seh Ben Israel, II . Isaac AbarbancI, R. Jos. Jacchias, R* Abeii 
]Bzra, and others, Marshall on the seventy weeks, Introduct« 

among 
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amotig themselves respecting the length of the luttat 
year which they suppose Daniel to have used. Afri- 
canus and his immediate followers contend, that we 
ought to reckon by the true asti*onomical lunar year 
of about 354 days : Bp. Lloyd, Mr. Marshall, Mr. 
Wintle, and Mr. Butt, prefer the false lunar year of 
360 days. 

I. I know not, that any argument has been ad* 
duced in favour of the Jirst mode of lunar computa* 
tion, except one, which is in fact a, general argument^ 
tending to prove that the prophet does not use natu- 
ral solar years, but abbreviated lunar years of ^ome 
description. It is built upon an expression in the 
exordium of the prediction. What is rendered in 
our common English translation Seoenty weeks are 
determined^ is rendered in the Vulgate Seventy weeks 
ure abbreviated^ and in the Greek version of Theodo- 
tion Seventy weeks have been cut short *. Hence it 
has been inferred, that a method of shorter reckon- 
ing is to be adopted, and that a continued series of 
lunar years is that employed by Daniel. 

It is manifest, that this argument rests wholly on 
a translation : and the translation is such, that its 
propriety may very well be questioned. The word 

* '£0ibfA)}Ke»lA ipiofdMiii <rv99Tfiii&vio'a9* The Greek version of 
Daniel, which generally bears the name of the LXX, appears 
in reality to have been the work of Theodotion, 

inn 
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•]nn does riot occur elsewhere in the whole BiblS, 
either in its primitive form or in that of oneof ife 
derivatives : but in the writings of the Rabbies it is 
frequently to be met with. The signification, which 
they ascribe to it, is that of cutting! nor is there any 
reason to pronounce them mistaken in supposing that 
such is the primary import of the word. The ques-» 
tion therefore is, in what sense of cutting we are to 
understand it in the passage now under discussion : 
for it is obvious, that to cut short or to abbreviate is 
only one of the many complex ideas which spring 
alike from the original simple idea to cut. That wef 
are no way bound to understand if in the sense of 
dbbrc'tfiatingy the seme required by the argument is 
manifest from the Chaldee Paraphrase on Esther *, 
in which the word itself occurs. A man is there said 
to be called ^HP!, because by him all the affairs of 
the kingdom priPtDD, which the Latin interpreter 
renders were decided Or determined. Here, though 
the sense of cutting is involved, because, when a 
matter is decided, it is cut off from other matters' 
which have not yet been brought to a legal investi- 
gation, we have nothing that conveys the idea oiab^ 
breviation. It must therefore be mere unsupported 
conjecture to suppose, that in this word any hint is 

♦ Chap. iv. 5. 

given 



giv^d by the prophet that he is using yearii ^{ d 
shorter compass than solar years. 

11. In favour of the second mode of lunar com- 
putation, several arguttlents, which are sufficiently 
specious^ have been urged by Mr. Marshall^ who 
has adopted and strenuously defended the hypothec 
sis of Bp. Lloyd i biit they do dot appear to me by 
any means to pr«ve his point. 

1 . The following are the grounds, on which he 
maintains, that the false lunar year of 360 days was 
used both by the Jews and other ancient nations: 
wheiicd he infers that the seventy rbeeks must be 
reckoned accofding to it^ 

(I.) In the time of Noah a month was 30 days^ 
because five months are said to be equal to 150 
days'*; therefore the year Consisted of 360 days. 

(2.) Manetho tells us, that the ancient Egyptian 
year contained only 360 days, and that in the tide 
of Aseth five days were added to it^ which were 
therefore called additional daysk 

(3.) Among the Greeks, in the time of Cleobutiis 
Lindius, who was contemporary with Danieli the 
year was also the same lengths 

* Compare Gren. vii. 24. viii. ii vii. 11. tiii. 4. Frofn the 
leventeenth day of the second month, to the seventeenth daty ol 
the Seventh month, there were just five months; and this pe^ 
riod is represented as beiiig equal to 150 days* 

(4.) Sttdl 



(4.) Such alao waS the lengtli of the year among 
the Romans, durbg the rdgn oi Romulus, as we 
are informed by Plutareh. 

(5.) The S9ID^ wa6 its length among the ChaV- 
d^aos and Persians, ^ven after .the taking of Baby* 
loQ by the latter. 

(6.) It obtained also amoc^ the other Asiatic no,* 
tions, particularly the Lydians, who were the allien 
of the Chaldeans in their war against Cyrus. 

(7.) Lastly, as a proof positive, that such is the 
length of the sariptural year, Mr. Marshall observes,, 
that the tkrte times and a half'oi Daniel and St. John, 
are represented as being equal to 43 months, and 
those 42 months plainly contain 1S60 days : bat, 
since this is only so at the rate of 3dO days to the 
year, it will follow that each year contains 360 
days *. 

S. Nowv granting the troth of the. whole of this 
statement J it does not by any means follow, that the 
cohcliision drawn from it is a Just one. In order to 
ascertain tiie length oh the seventy prophetic weeks, 
vre must not consider ttie precise length of a solitaiy 
insulated year among the Jews ; but we must exa- 
mine into the length of a continued period of such 
years: that is to say, we.n%ust not reckon, by an^ 

• ^ * 

♦ Mardiatrs Treatise on the Seventy Weeks, Part ii. chap, 
Jv. p. 233— 252r 

\ -^ arbitrary 
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arbitrary mechanical calculation of our own, that (t 
term of ancient years contains exactly such a num" 
ber of ancient years^ be their individual lengths 
what they may ; but -we must inquire, whether a 
term of ancient years wa& not, by intercalations or 
other additions, made, in matter of fact, precisely 
equal to a corresponding term of natural solar years. 
Should this last prove to be the case, whatever 
miglit be the length of a single year of the 490 
yearss the collective series of those years will un- 
doubtedly be equal to the same series of true astro* 
nomical solar years. 

( 1 .) One of the expedients used to make the im- 
perfect year of 360 days tally with the natural year 
was, as Mr. Marshall himself allows, the addition of 
five supernumerary days at the end of it. Such he^ 
confesses to have been the plan adopted by the* 
Chaldeans, the Persians, and the Egyptians, even ia 
tiie days of Daniel, not to say long before; and such, 
indisputably was the plan that was followed in tlio 
construction of the Nabonassarean year. The pro- 
vability therefore is, that the prophet used this yearJ 
But, if such were the plan adopted by those nations, 
BO argument can be drawn from the length of each- 
month to prove the length of the whole year. The 
five additional days were accounted a part of no 
month ; and they were considered rather as supple-^ 
mentary to the year, than as properly belonging to 

it 
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It Heiice the circumstance of five Noetic morithi? 
at the time of the deluge being equal to 150 daysf 
will not prove, that the Noetic year really contain- 
ed no more than 360 dgtys, though it might nond-^ 
nally do so ; because, whether the year consisted of 
12 months of 30 days each only^ or of 12 months of 
SO days each, and 5 additional days belonging to no 
montkj in either ease 5 months would be equal to^ 
1^0 days. Hence also the circumstance of three 
years and a half being represented as comprehend- 
ing indifferently 42 months and 1 360 days, will not 
prove that the real length of the year in the time 
of Daniel was only 360 days. The same result 
would come out, if the reputed length of the year,- 
viewed as containing 12 months of SO days each, 
were alone considered, and if the additional daysp 
were not taken into the account fof the conveni- 
ence of having thfee perfectly coincident numbei's. 
And we may safely conclude, that this curtailed 
mode of reckoning by the nominal year is here fol- 
lowed; because, by the acknowledgment of Mr^ 
Marshall himself, a year of 360 days with 5 ^per^ 
numerary days^ not a year of 360 days simply y Was 
ttsed by the very people among whom Daniel re- 
sided. 

(2.) Another expedient used was that oi occasional 
intercalation. Various were the methods of inter- 
calating, and some of them grossly erroneous ; but 

their 
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their object uniformly was to prevent the revolutiori 
of the months through all the seasons successively, 
and thus to make the gross amount of any given se- 
ries of lunar years ecjual to that of a corresponding 
series of solar years. 

According to either of these expedients, it is ob- 
vious, that, whatever might be the length of a single 
year either nominally or really, the ccllective sum of 
490 years of any description would be equal to 490 
solar years. 

3. Of the cogency of this remark Mr. Marshall 
is perfectly aware ; and therefore, in reply to it, he 
endeavours to shew that the lunar year of 360 days 
was used, not only singular lify but collectively. 

(1.) His first argument is deduced from the con- 
versation of Solon with Cresus, as recorded by He- 
rodotus. Solon, to shew the great variety of cir* 
cumstances which occur in tlie life time of a man 
who attains to the age of seventy years, computes 
the number of days in such a man's life; and then 
remarks, that the events of no one day are exactly 
the same as those of another. In making his cal- 
culation, he first estimates the years unintercalated J 
dnd tells us, that in seventy years there are 25,200 
days. He then reckons a leap-month as being 
added every other year; and says, that the 35 
Ifiap-months contain 1 050 days. Lastly he takes 
the sum of the 25,200 and the. 1050 days, or 

26,250 



( 12 ) 

26,250 days, as being the true amount of sevettty 
years. Now 25,200 days in seventy years are at 
the rate of 360 days in a year. Hence, because 
Solon in his calculation first reckons the number of 
days in seventy yeariS of 360 days each without tak- 
ing the leap-months into the account, Mr. Marshall 
furgues, that the collective sum of seventy such year* 
was not equal to seventy solar years. 

The passage, whence he draws this conclusion^ 
seems to me plainly to prove the very reverse. So- 
lon, so far from teaching us that the collective sum 
of seventy, years of 360 days each was o?ily 25,200 
days,' tells us, that, when the intercalated months 
were taken into the account, it was 26,250 days. 
The gross error of this mode of intercalation it is su- 
perfluous to point out: but the passage itself , so far 
from 'proving that lunar years were used without in- 
tercalation, and that a series of them taken collect 
tively fell considerably short of a corresponding se- 
ries of solar years, decidedly proves, that they were 
not used without intercalation, and that the expedi- 
ent of intercalation was adopted (however in the 
present instance it would soon be found insufficient) 
for the express purpose of making the seasons of the 
year fall out at their proper times *, and of thus 

* Im k\ ^v^} ^fApatttj^ 'na^aywofA^vcu t$ r9 Smv* Herod* 
lib. i. §. 32. 

rendering 
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rendering any series of lunar years collectively equal 
to the same series of solar years. 

(2.) His second argument is deduced from the 
continuance of the Babylonian captivity. This is 
declared in Scripture to be seventy years., Now 
70 years of 360 days each are equal, within two 
days, to 69 solar years. Mr. Marshall therefore 
attempts to shew, that the Babylonian captivity 
lasted no longer than 69 solar years : and thence 
infers, that yeare of 360 days each were used col- 
iectively without intercalation. For this purpose he 
reckons, that Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchad- 
nezzar in the November of the y^ar A. C. 606, 
when the captivity of Judah commenced ; that Ba^ 
bylon wa« taken by Cyrus towards the end of the 
year A. C. 539 ; and that Darius the Mede died to- 
wards the close of the year A. C. A 37, when Cyrus 
attaining to undivided empire enacted his decree 
for the restoration of the Jews, and thus put an end 
to the captivity at the expiration of 69 solar years 
tff 70 years of 360 days each after its commence^- 
ment 

With respect to the datei^ on which tiiis hypo^ 
thesis is founded, I certainly believe with Mr. Mar- 
shall, that Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar 
in the November of the year A. C. 606, as Dr. Pri- 
deaux supposes, not in the November of the year 
A. C. 607, as Abp. Usher supposes : but it may 

3 nevertheless 
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nevertheless be shewn, from a comparison of th$ 
canon of Ptolemy with Scripture and Xenophon, 
that more thdJi 67 solar years must have elapsed 
Ibetween that event and the capture of Babylon by 
Cyrus ; whence it will follow, since Parous thq 
Mede reigned 2 years after the capture of Babylpn, 
that fnore than 69 solar years must have elapsed 
between the tjitking of Jerusalem and the commence- 
ment of the undivided reign of Cyrus. 

Daniel informs us, that Nebuchadnezzar, king of 
Babylon, came against Jerusalem to besiege it in 
the /Air J year of Jehoiakim*; and Jer^^^iah delir 
yered one of his prophecies of the seventy yearsj 
immediately before the city was taken, in the fourth 
year of Jehoiakim, which he tells us was the jfirst 
year of Nebuchadnezzar f- But ijt appears from 
I>aniel, that Nebuchadnezzar was king of Babylon 
in Jehoiakim's third year also ; because he say$, 
that in that very third year, then being king, be 
came against Jerusaleni to besiege it It will folr 
low therefore, that the first year of Nebuchadnez-r 
zar must have coincided with the latter part of th^ 
third and the former part of the fourth year of 
Jehoiakim j:. And, since Jerusalem was taken in 

th^ 

♦ Dan. i. 1. f Jerem. xxv. 1. 

X It seems to have commenced almost at the close of the 
tJHrd year of Jehoiakim : as Abp. Usher observes, ^* desinente 

^^ Mo, 
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the fourth year of Jehoiakim, it will likewise foU 
low that it must have been taken in the latter part 
of the Jirst year of Nebuchadnezzar^ — Daniel fur^ 
ther informs us, that be and other captives were 
maintained and taught ^t the king s expence three 
years*. Such being the case, the first of tbe^ 
years must haye coincided with th<? close of Nebur 
chadnez55ar s first year and the greater part of his 
second year : the second, with the close of his ser 
cond year and thp greater part of his third year ; 
and the third, \yith the close of hjs third year and 
the greater part of his fourth ypar. But Daniel 
tells us, that ajter these three years he was brought 
before Nebuchadnezzar to interpret his dream, an^ 
that this happened in the king'^ second yearf- 
Hence it is evident, that the fourth yegir of Nebu- 
chadnezizp^r, according to Jeremiah's reckoning, co^ 

* 

inciding pis it does with the greater part of (he third 
of Daniel's three years of education, must coincide 
with the second year of Nebuchadnezzar, according 
to Daniel's reckqning. It will fQlIovv therefore, as 
cbrpnolpgers justly calculate:}:, that Nebuchadn^z- 

^' tertio, et ineunte quarto J^hojakimi anno, ex Dan. i. 1. 
" collatp cum Jerem, xxv. 1. intelligimus," Annal. in A- P. J. 

♦ Dan. i. 5. f I^an. ii. 1. 

I On the authority, as Dr. Vrideaux remarks, of Berosut 
Mud Joseph. Ant. Jud. lib. x, p. II. pt coutra AjpiuA. lib. i. 

2ar 
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Mr reigned two yfears in conjunction with his fetber 
Nabopoilassar ; and that Jeremiah computes from 
the beginning of his joiht reign, while Daniel com- 
putes from the beginning of liis undhoided reign. 
Consequently, the two last years of NabopoUassar 
are the two first of Nebuchadnezzar, according to 
Jeremiaji's reckoning: and Jerusalem, having been 
taken by Nebuchadnezzar in his j^r*^ year accord- 
ing to that reckoning, must have been taken in the 
pemdtimate yeap of Nab(^pollassar. Now, accord- 
ing to the canon-of Ptolemy, which gives the reiga 
ef each king from the death of his predecessor, . Na^ 
4 bocolassar, the Nebucktidnezzar of Scripture, reign- 
tid 43 years; Elyarodamus, 2 years; Nericassolas- 
sar, 4 years; and Nabonadius, the Bekhazzar c( 
Scriptute, 17 years: aftiounting, in the whole, to 66 
years *. But Nebuchadnezzar reigned conjointly 
•with his father 2 years ; and, at the latter end of the 
first year of his copartnership in the empire, Jei*4> 
salem was taken by him. To the 66 years there- 
fore we must add a year and a fraction of the fi 
years of NeT^ucfeadnezzar's joint reign ; and we shd;H 
haver 67 years and a fraction of uncertain length, at 
the end of whtch Ba;bylon was taken and Belshazzar 
filain — After Nabonadius or Belshazzar Ptolemy 
places Cyruis, and -ascribes to* him 9 years: but 

« - . 

'-' '•'See tiie csLnxm of Ptolemy in the Appendix. 
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^tripture places the reign of Daiius the Mede in 
Babylon, between Belshazzar and Cyrus ; and Xe- 
nophon ascribes to Cyrus only 7 years. Dariu? 
therefore, ^^ho is overlooked by Ptolemy, must have 
reigned jointly with Cyrus 2 years. Hence it will 
follow, that the scriptural jfzr^^ year of Cyrus must 
be the same as Xenophon'is Jirst year of Cyrus ; 
and that this J?r5/ year must coincide with his third 
year according to the canon of Ptolemy. - Add the 
g years of Darius^ or Ptolemfy's * first years of Cy* 
rus, to the 67 years and a fraction, and th^ product 
will be 69 years and a fraction— This space of time 
then liiust have elapsed between the capture of Je- 
rusalem by Nebuchadnezzar and the accession of 
Cyrus to undivided empire. Therefore, supposing 
Cyrus to have enacted his decree for the jestoration 
of the Jews immediately upon the death 'of Darius 
and at the very beginning of his scriptural first yea.r 
{sooner than this he could not have exacted it con-; 
sistently with Ezra's account), there still would be 
niore than 69 solar years or 70 years of 360 days 
each between the capture of Jerusalem and the 
oiacting of the decre6 of Cyrus *, * 

What 

• ^ Dr. Prideaux, by a somewhat similar calculation, -tuingt' 
out a result of 69 solar years and two months^ as being the pe* 
riod of time tbat elapsed between the capture of Jerusalem and 
the accession of Cyrus to sole empire* I luspect hQWtver^ that • 
c* C Ji# 



What hta been slaid sufficiently invalidated Mn 
Marshairs argument, which 13 founded on the opJ- 
tiion that exactli/ 69 solar years was the length of 
the Babylonian captivity. Yet, while I am per« 
tuaded that its duration was 70 solar years^ I can* 
not altogether, assent to the arrangement eitlier of 
Usher or . Frideaux. I fully agree with the latter 
of t^ese authors, as I have already observed, that 
d[eru9<^e.m must have been taken by Nebuchadnez* 
2ar in the November pf the ye^r A. C. 606. This 
point may, I think, be sufficiently proved* That 
the city was taken on. the eighteenth day of No* 
vcRiber or on the corresponding day of the ninth 
month CisleUi appears from the annual fast in com- 
memoration of it still kept by the Jews'*; the only 
question therefore is> in the November of whet year 
k wasr taken. Now it appeared from the preceding 
discussion, that it was. taken in the penultimate 
year of NalsopoUassar, according to the canon of 
Ptolemy: but this year coincides with the year 
A.C. 606: therefore the city must have been takes 
in the Novemlier of the year A. C. 606. And, that 
this is the true date of its capture, we may further 
collect from the sum of years ascribed by Ptolemy 



he maket the fraction of h jetn too AotU See hk ConotfcU 
P«rt i. B. 1i. p. 135. 

^ Uwer. AmmU in A* T* J. 4197-^Pndeaiix'ji Coan«ct« 
?art u &»i. p. ^* 

9 «> 
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to th^ Babylonian princesr after Nabopollassar* 
This sam, a& we have seen, is 66 years/ Add to it 
the year and a fraction of the reign of Nabopollas** 
Bar, which elapsed after the capture of Jerusalem, 
and wo have 67 years and a fraction. And add 
to this last sum the 8 years of Darius, and we have 
69 years and a fraction*^ Thus we learn, that 69 
years and a fractioil of indefinite length elapsed 
between the capture of Jerusalem and the acces** 
sion of Cyrus to undivided empire* But the scrips 
tural first year of Cyf us coincides with the yeat 
A»C. 596. Now, from whatever point in this 
year we suppose his sole reign to have commenced^ 
if we reckon back from that point 69 years, we 
shall be brought to the corresponding point in the 
year A. C. 605 : and, if .from this point in the year 
A C« 605 we reckon back the additional fraction 

• 

of a year to the first November, we shall be brought^ 
to the November in the year A. C. 606. Or, if we 
suppose Tvith Prideaur the sole reign of Cyrus to 
have commenced at the very close of the year 
A. C. 537, the result will still be the same : for, in 
that case, the 69 years reckoned backward will 
bring us to the very close of the year A. C. 606 } 
and the additional fraction, to the November of the 
same year. Thus I think it certain, that Jerusalem 
must have been taken by Nebuchadnezzar in the 
November of the year A. C. 606« That princei 

c St however, 
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however, invaded Judfea about two nionths befoi^er 
he made himself master of the capital; that is to 
say, immediately after the great fast of expiation/ 
which was kept by the Jews on the tenth day of 
their seventh month Tisrif and during which Ba- 
ruch read Jeremiah's roll to the people*.. FroiQ 
this invasioa of Jud^a I conceive that tke-seventif 
years ought to be reckoned ; because they were 
the yeaf s of the desolation of the land t : and thci 
land began to be desolate, when it began to be de*. 
vastated by the inroads of an hostile army. If then 
we reckon 70 years from the middle of th^ mOnJtti 
Thri in the year A. C. 60^, we shall be. brought 
to the middle of the .month Tisri in ^ the ycac 
A. C. 5S6. Let us proceed to inquire how feirithia 
era may be deemed a proper termination . 6f the; 
period. : * . *. 

. Dr. Prideaux fixes the capture of Babylon ta 
the very close .of the year A. C. 539: but I an* ' 
rather inclined to think witS Abp. Usher, that .; it 
must have been taken in the spring of the folbwing 
year ; and I further think, that there is at least . ^ 
high degree of probability that.it was taken in the 
pight between the last day of April and the fij'st da/ 

of May. . J . 

. • • • 

• Jerem. xxxvi. 1 — 8. See Usser. Annal. m A'. P. J; 4107. 
lind Prldeaux's Connect. Part u B. i.^p. 64l 



/ 



( 21 ) 

r It was taken during the celebraition of a great 
•festival in honour of the Chaldean gods*: and^ 
from the splendor and universality of the festival, 
it being celebrated (according to Xenophon) by all 
the Babylonians t) no less than by the thousand 
lords mentioned by Daniel, we may reasonably 
conclude that it was the greatest festival of this 
description. Now it is well kno^n that Bel was 
the principal god venerated by the Babylonians; 
and Herodotus tells us, that there was a yearly 
festival observed in honour of him J. This very 
festival then in honour of Bel, and in honour like- 
wise (I may add) of the other kindred deities (for 
Bel, like each of the great gods of th^ old mytho- 
logists, was a pantheui) ; this very festival J strong- 
ly suspect to have been observed on the night in 
which Babylon was taken §• Such an opinion is 

confirmed 

• Dan, V. 4, 2S. 

f Cyropsd. lib. vii. p. 331. Oxon» 

J Herod. Hist. lib. i. § isS. 

§ That Babylon was taken on a stated annual festival of some 
description, and not on one ac^dentally observed, is manifest 
from the language of Xenophon. O ^t Kv^tf, ivii^ io^np 
Toiavhv tp B«0t^^«y» fixeartp utaiy tp ji vettltq "fietpv^Mnot oXfip mp 
rvx7« vitea-h xMh xu^eufyffhp %9 ratUn — Cyrop. lib. vii. p. 331, 
^* But Cyrus, when he had heard that a festival was celebrated 
** in Babylon of such a nature^ that all the Babylonians drank 
" and revelled the Vihole night upon the occasion'' — These 
vords certainly imply, that Cyrus heard of its being custonuny 

for 
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confirmed by several piissages of Scripture. The 
holy vessels of the temple at Jerusalem, which were 
placed by Nebuchadnezzar in th6 temple at Baby-? 
Ion * and therefore desecrated to Bel (for the Ba^ 
bylonian temple was the temple of Belf), were 
Upon this occasion brought out by Belshazzar, and 
polluted to the purposes of idolatrous festivity. 
Since therefore those vessels now formed a part of 
the . furniture of Bel's temple, the probability is, 
that they were brought out specially in his honour. 

for them tp revel the whoW of Uiat night. He eould not have 
heard, that they had been reveUing the whole of the night oa 
which he took the city, because he took it before the night 
vras half over: but he heard, that it was usual for them to 
spend it in reveUmg. Hence he concluded, that they would 
do 60 again; he concluded, that he might positively depend 
ppon their doing so : atld he planned his measures accordingly. 
The festival therefore was not an accidental one, but a ^xed or 
feriodical one. This being the case, when we consider the . 
manner in which the theological festivals of paganism were 
celebrated, the probability is, that it was of a reUgious nature: 
and, if it were at once periodical and theological^ the probabi-* 
lity further is, that it was the great annual festival in honour of 
Bely mentioned by Herodotus. Add to this, what I have al- 
ready mentioned, that Daniel expressly informs us, that part 
of the festival was ^Aeo/ogfEca/,. consisting of offering up praises 
to the gods ; and these probabilities seem to amount to little 
Jess than certainty, 

• 2 Chron. xxxvi. 7. Ezra v. 14. 
_ t S^» Herod. Hist. lib. i, 5 181, 182, 183. 
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The same circumstance appears to be insinuated 
by Isaiah. Foretelling the downfall of Babylon, 
and alluding to the manner in which the idol gods 
were wont to be drawn by oxen in portable shrines*, 
he exclaims, ** Bel boweth down, Nebo stoopeth ; 
** their idols are laid on the beasts and the cattle : 
^ their burdens are heavy, a grievous weight to the 

• Stt my DisserU on th« mysteries of the Cabiri.- Vol. f. 
p. 95, 43,218, 219* See also Davtes's Mythology of th« Bri- 
tish Druids, p. 1S9» Ul, 142, 171, 179* 1 canuot Help ob« 
terving, that this curious work of Mr. Davies decidedly'corro- 
borates my opinion respecting the iviture and universality of 
the helio-arkite mysteries of the Cabiri. The scattered no- 
tices, which I was able to collect, led me to conclude that 
diey prevailed among our Celtic ancestors, and that the history 
of Merlin — ^and the original Arthur — was mythological. This 
now appears very evideiitly to have been the case. The theo- 
logy of the Druids, like that (I believe) of all the ancient na« 
tions, was coipposed of traditions relative to the delu^, mixed 
with astronomical Sabianism. They worshipped Noah in con* 
junction with the sun, and the ark in conjunction with the 
moon. Bel, Hu, and Arthur, were equally the helio-arkite 
patriarch. The history of Arthur is immediately connected 
with that of the Argonauts. He is the Arcturus of the sphere. 
The bard Taliesinr in his poem in titled Spmls of the Deep^ which 
treats wholly of diluvian mythology, represents him as presid* 
log in the ship, which brought himself and seven friends safe 
to land, when the deep swallowed up the rest of the humaa 
race« He speaks of course of the ancient Arthur, many par- 
ticulars of whose history have been confounded with that of 
the prince of that name. 

*' weary 
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*' weary beast. They crouched, they bowed down 
" together: they could not deliver their own charge; 
^' even they themselves are gone into captivity */* 
The language of Jeremiah is exactly similar. " De- 
" clare ye among the nations, and publish, and set 
up a standard; publish, and conceal not: say, 
Babylon is taken, Bel is confounded, Merodftch 
is broken in pieces ; her idols are confounded, 
her images are broken in pieces — A 'drought is 
upon her waters, and they shall be dried up : for 
" it is the land of graven images, and they arfe mad 
*' upon their idols— And I will punish Bel in Baby- 
*' Ion, and I will bring forth out of his mouth that 
" which he hath swallowed up: and the nations 
shall not flow together any more unto him : yea, 
the wall of Babylon shall fall— I will do judgment 
upon the graven images of Babylon, and her 
^* whole land shall be confounded — 1 will do judg- 
*' ment upon her graven images, and through all 
^' her land the wounded shall groan f ." The selec- 
tion of this particular time to pour out vengeance 
upon Babylon perfectly accords with the general 
course of God's penal dispensations throughout the 
Old Testament. They are usually so ordered as 
to exhibit most conspicuously the triumphs of Je-» 
boyah over th^' false deities of the Gentiles, Such 

f {saiah xlvi. 1, 9. f Jerem, 1. 1, 38* U* 44, 47^ Sf2^ 

was 
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;ivus the nature of all the plagues of Egypt * : such 
was the nature of the last exploit of Sampson : such 
.was the nature of the punishment inflicted on Da* 
gon before the ark: such was the nature ofElijg^h's 
contest with the priests of Baal : and such was the 
nature of the overthrow of the Syrians under Ben- 
hadad, in the days of Ahab f. There was there- 
fore a peculiar propriety in the Almighty's so order- 
ing it, that Babylon should be taken on the very fes- 
tival of Bel : and, with this view of the subject, we 
shall perceive a remarkable force in the preceding 
denunciations of Isaiah and Jeremiah. 

If then Babylon was taken on a festival of Bel, 
We must enquire at what time of the year the festival 
in question was celebrated. Herodotus mentions 
only one anniversary festival of this deity, probably 
on account of the superior solemnity of that one ; 
but there appear to have been several of them* 
The celebration of these was fixed to the vernal 
equinox, May-day, the summer solstice, the first of 
August, and the eve of the first of November J* 
Now we may determine in general, that Babylon 
mu,9t h^ve been taken some time between the latter 

4 

* See ^)ii9 fnatter shewn at large in Bryant's Treatiso oo the 
Plagyes of Egypt. 

t Judges xvi. 23 — 31 — 1 Sam. v. 1*— 7. vi. 5 — 1 Kings xviii« 
18—40—1 Kings xx. 23—29. 
» t Collect, de rebus Hibernicis. VoK iii. p. 2S6% 

end 
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end of December in the year A. C. 559, and the 
beginning of Miay in the year A. C. 538. This will 
appear from the following considerations. It could 
not have been taken earlier than December: be* 
cause (as we collect from the canon of Ptolemy) it 
ivas. taken 67 years and a fraction after the capture 
of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, and Jerusalem 
vas taken on the 1 8th of November in the year 
A. C. 606. Neither could it have been taken later 
than the May following : because two years after 
its capture Cyrus became sole king by the death of 
Darius the Mede, and in the September of the first 
year of his sole reign the Jews were in Jerusalem 
celebrating the feast of tabernacles ** : but, if the 
decree of Cyrus for the restoration of the Jews, 
nrhich was enacted in the fii*st year of his sole reign, 
had been enacted later than the beginning of May, 
the Jews could not possibly have bleen in Jerusalem 
the September following, for we cannot allow a 
shorter space than four months for their journey 
from Babylon into their own country : hence it will 
follow, since Babylon was taken about two years 
before ^the commencement of the scriptural first 
year of Cyrus, and since this first year could not 
Jiave commenced later than the beginning of May, 
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that Babylon could not have been taken later tliaii 
the beginning of May. 

Having thus ascertained that Babylon must have 
been taken between December and May, we may 
safely pronounce it to have been taken (if it were 
taken on a festival of Bel) either at the vernal equi« 
nox or on May-day, that is to say on the night pre- 
ceding May-day ; becQ.use the other festivals do not 
fall within the limited periods With respect to ar- 
ranging the 70 years J it is immaterial which of these 
we suppose to be the epoch of the capture of Baby- 
lon: but the latter seems to me the most probable: 
both because, since the /^ri^ci/^^/ festival of Bel was 
then observed, and since the festival on which Ba- 
bylon was taken was clearly one oi peculiar magni- 
ficence, the presumption is, that the festival in ques- 
tion was the chief festival, and therefoi;e the testival 
of May-eve; and because likewise, on this suppo- 
sition, the triumph of Jehovah over the false deitj 
would be more conspicuous and striking. At the 
beginning of May, before an alteration was pro- 
duced through all the signs of the zodiac by the 
gradual precession of the equinoxes, the sun entered 
\si\o Taurus: and, at that time, the great annual 
festival of Bel, or the solar deity worshipped in con- 
junction with the arkite patriarch, was universally 
celebrated. The custom prevailed, over a vast ex- 
tent of country, from India in the east even to Bri- 

tarn 
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tain in the west ^. By the Hindoos it has been im^ 
memorially observed. It appears again in the 
Druidical practice of kindling fires on May-eve at 
the top of the ancient Cams in honour of the sun^ 
and in the designiating of those sacred fires. by the 
name of Bealtine o\ thejires ofBeL And vestiged 
of it may be detected in the kindred denommation 
of Beltin^ applied even yet to May-day in the Gae- 
lic dialect of the Scottish highlands. The same 
day was no less hallowed in Ireland: and the old 
idolatrous custom of lighting fires on May-eve in 
honour of Bel, of passing through them by way of 
purification, and of bearing in solemn procession 
two balls representing the sun and the moon, is still 
devoutly kept up in that country. The vernal sea* 
8on, in short, when the sun formerly entered into 
the bully the zodiacal symbol of the great patriarchy 
and when all iiature was reviving from the death of 
winter, was the special time of celebrating the helio4 
arkite mysteries of Bel, both by the Brahmins c^ 



* A religfon fundamentally the same was established over a 
lelt about forty degrees broad across the old continent^ in a 
Seuth-east and north-west direction, from the eastern shores of 
the Malayan peninsula to the western extremity of the British 
isles. See Wilford on the sacred isles of the westk Asiat. Res* 
fol. Till. p. 26i. 
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India, the astronomical priests oif Chald^a^ and Ibe 
Druids of Britain *♦ ^ 

Supposing 

- '* Maarice's Ancient Hist of Hindostati. Vol. i. p. ^05, 230,' 
J44, 25S, 259— Maurice's Ind. Antiq. Vol. vi. p. 40, 41, 89—' 
94*-Tolaiifd's Hist, of the Druids, p. €7f 71 — Boriase's Hist.' 
ttf Corniwaih b. it. c. 90 — Davies's Mythology of the British' 
Druids, p. J21j 13S, €38, 241, 333, 3(J9— Collect, de rrt>. Hi-* 
hern. Vol. ii« p« €6, Vol. iii. p. 285, 502. From this last work' 
I extract the following curious particulars, which sufficiently 
shew that on May-day was celebrated the chief festival of 
Bel. • 

. *' The Irish call the month of May Be/r^we or^re ^ Bebti^ 
*f and the first day of May la Bel-Hne or thejire rf Beings day 
*• — Mr# Martin, in his history of the- western isles of Scotland,* 
** which were peopled by the ancient Irish, observes-, that they 
^ had a deity named Behts or Beitnus^ which seemis to have 
*^ been the Assyrian god Bel; and' probably from this pagan* 
** deity ctim^s th^ Scots term of i^efWW, the first day of May,* 
** having its first rise from the ciistoitt practised by the Druids 
*^ in these isles of extinguishing all the fires in the. parish until* 
f* the tythes wene paid, and upon payment of them the fires* 
'^ were kindled in each fiimily, and iiever till then — ^Tlie !risk* 
^ still preserve this custom, for the fire is to this day lighted ia 
^* the milking yards : the men, women, and children, for the* 
*^ same reason pass through or leap over the sacred fires ; and* 
** the cattle are driven through the flames of the burning stravr* 
** on the first of May. In some parts, as the counties of Wa- 
** terford and! Kilkenny, the brides, married since the lasti 
'f May-day, are compelled tQ furnish the young, people with a^ 
** ball covered with gold-lace, and another covered with silvered 
f* Iflce^ finely adorned with silver ta^sils* , Theses balls, the 

<< symbols 
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SoppQsing Babylon to have fallen on May-eve lit 
the year A.C. 538, an opinion which very, well cor-- 
fesponds with the arrangement of Abp. Usher *, 

^ sjmbob of tbe sun and moon, are suspended in a heap ortia« 
^ niented with flowers, which hoop represents the circular path 
*' of Belus or the sun : and in this manner thefy walk in pre 
^ cession from house to house^>-The month of May was indeed 
** the most proper season of the year to acknoM^ledge the bene* 
*' ficent favours of B^lus or the sun ; because in May that 
^* great planet begins to beautify the face of the earthy to nou« 
^ rish its decayed plants and vegetables, . and to put . life and 
'^ warmth into its animal beings— Hence it was^ without doubt^ 
^ that almost every pagan nation adored this beautiful' planet 
** as the parent of lutture^ under different names and appelia^ 
^ tions ; a religion, which took its rise in Chald^a, and was 
^ soon carried into Egypt, and from thence to Greece. It 
^ spread itself also to the most distant parts of the world ; and 
^ infected, not only the eastern and western Scythians and 
^ Tartars, but the Mexicans too, for the Spaniards found it 
^ there-^The ancient practice of adoring the sun, by the sym* 
*^ bol of fire, was first introduced into the world by Nimrod— 
^ This idolatrous mode of worship soon ov^-spread the earth« 
^ The Canaanites or Phenicians observed it in the same ohui* 
** ner with the pagan Irish. We read it in the 4tfa book of 
«* Kings, that they served Baal, and religiously passed their 
** sons and daughters through his fire, in which they were imi« 
^ tated by the idolatrous Israelites/' 

The custom of dancing round a May-pole is a relic of one' 
part of the rites of Bel, however ignorant the dancers may be 
•f the nature of their festivity. But enough has been said oo 
Aesobject* 

• See Uffer. AanaU in A, A. C. 53S. 

the 
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tte two years of Danus, reckoned from that tfm^ 
will bring us to the spring of the year A« C. 536 : 
that is to say, still agreeably to the arrangement of 
Usher *, the first year of Cyrus must have com- 
menced in this same spring, probably about April 
or perhaps March. And^ almost immediateiy afo^ 
his accession to sole empire, his decree in favour <^ 
the Jews must have been enacted : for, as I have al- 
ready observed, we cannot allow a shorter space 
than four months for their journey home; and we 
find them celebrating their first feast of. tabernacles 
in the seventh itionthTim, or in the Septemfa^ of 
tills year. 

Now we have previously seen/ that 70 year^ 
reckoned from the middle of the monlfa Ihri in the 
year A. C €D6| when Nebuchadnezzar invaded Ja« 
d^ will bring us to tbe' middle of the month Thfi 
in the year A. C. 536: and we now find, that, cx-^ 
actly in the middle of this mcmth in tins year, thei 
Jews after tbdr arrival in their own land were cele> 
brating the feast of tabernacles m their: capital city; 
At this time therefore I conceive the secmty yean 
of the predicted desolation of the land to have ex* 
pired : for, as that desolation commenced with Ne- 
buchadnezzar's devastating, invasion of the land, so 
the point of its termination is solemnly and natu* 

I- 

f See Usser* Annsd. in A. A. C* 5S& 
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sally marked by the celebration of one of the great 
festivals in Jerusalem now first beginning to recoveif 
from its desolate condition. r 

The preceding arrangement of the seventy years 
I prefer both to that of Usher and to that of Pri- 
deaax. Usher, by reckoning frotn the supposed 
binding of Jehmakim in the spring of the year A.C.- 
606 to the enacting of the decree of Cyrus in the 
spring of the year A. C. 536, pix)duces, no doubt,- 
the sum of 70 years : but then he'places the capture 
of Jerusaleni by Nebuchadnezzar a year too early, 
Prideaux, on. the contrary, places the capture of Je- 
rusalem where it ought to be placed : but, in order 
tp make up thie sum of 70 years, he is obliged to 
throw forward the edict of Gyrus to the latter end' 
of the year A. C. 536, that is to say, to the latter 
end of his first year instead of its beginning. This 
compels him to place thefirst feast of tabernacles 
ki the Tisri of the year A. C. 535, or in the second 
year of Cyrus: whereas, as Abp. Usher rightly, 
judges, it manifestly appears from Ezra to have 
been celebrated in hisjirst year, because lio other- 
year is mentioned *• In addition to their respective* 

peculiar 

. * Ezra^' after stating that the Jews began to return in tht^ 
Jirst year of Cyvus^ tells us, th&t in the seventh month they ga- 
thered themselves together to Jerusalem ; and this he tells us 
ffUkout specifying any other year than the Jint' year of Cyrus. 

\ Having 
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peculiar errorsj these two arrangements appe^ ttf 

me to be equally faulty in making the seventy yeari 

terminate with the enacting of the decree of Cyrus. 

Josephus tells us, that the Jews began to return 

from Babylon in the seventieth year : therefore they 

began to return oefore the seventy years had fully 

expired ; and therefore the years themselves must 

have expired after their arrival in Palestine, which 

is precisely what my hypothesis supposes them to 

have done *• 

(3.) Mr^ 

tlaving told us this, he immediately afterwards speaks, of the 
second month of the second year of their coming to the house of 
(jod, tnereby plainly intimating that another year had com- 
menced. 'I'his being the case, the seventh month must have been 
in thejirst year of their coming to the house of God : and, 
since Ezra mentions this sevetith month after speaking of th6 
first year of Cyrils without specifying the commencement of 
ihe second year of that prince, the seventh month must be that 
seventh month which fell out in the first year of Cyrus. Com- 
pare Ezra i. i. iii. 1, 6. 

♦ Joseph. Ant. Jiid. lib. xi. cap. 1. § 1. tt may be object- 
ed, that Jeremiah speaks of Me seventy years being accomplish*' 
ed at or iii Babylon, which^ according to the present hypothe- 
sis, they were not (Jerera. xxix, 10,) — I reply, that the prophet 
kere plainly speaks of the seventy years in ihe round language 
of familiar conversation : for, in perfect strictness of speech, 
the Jews were not in Babylon seventy years complete according 
to any interpretation. Those, who make this period terminate 
in Babylon with the enacting of the decree of Cyru^, make it 
commence in Palestine with the capture of Jerusafefh. The «^- 

D ventp 



( 34 ) 

(3.) Mr. Marshall's third argument is deduced! 
from the circumstance of the three years and a half 
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Itnty years however are the period of ike desolation of Judah and 
Jerusalem^ rcckonet? from the time when that desolation com- 
menced to the time tvhcn it began tf) cease. Both the city and 
the coontry might be a considerable time in recovering from 
their desolate state; but the seventy years expired, when the/ 
began to recover : and no fixed era seems to mark this begin** 
fling more naturally and more definitely than tJie Jlrst celebra* 
tion of one of the great Jest ivais in the capital city after an inters 
ruption of many years and immediately after the arrival of the Jews 
in their own country, 

I have frequently wondered, that Dr. Pridcaux should ima- 
gine, that Jeremiah's prophecy of the seventy years received a 
triple adcoraplishment in three different periods of seventy years 
each, when we are so plainly told fn Scripture, that the in- 
strument, which produced its accomplishment, was the decree 
of Cyrus, and when we are moreover informed, that, in the 
first year of Darius, shprtly before the enacting of this decree, 
Daniel had calculated the seventy years to have nearly expired 
(See Ezra i. I. and Dan. ix. 1, 2.)- Such being the case, we 
surely have no right to look out for other imaginary accom- 
plishments of the prophecy according to our owu contriving. 
I perfectly agree with Dr. Blayney, that the two periods of 
seventy years each, mentioned in Zochar. i. 12, and vii. 5, have 
no sort of connection with the seventy years foretold by Jere- 
miah : neither does Zcchariah himself say any thing, which 
necessarily leads as to suppose that he alludes in either case to 
Jeremiah's seventy years (See Blayney's trans, of Jeremiah aud 
Zechariah in Ioq.) One mischief, that has resulted from Dr. 
Prideaux's scheme of a triple accomplishxiMiity is the applica- 
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oeiiig described as containing 1 260 da5-s, which in 
at the rate of 360 days to the year. Now three 
years and a hsilf are a collective sum, and yet con-* 
^tain no more thaii 1 260 days : heiice he infers, that 
490 yearSj being also a collective sunij ought to h6 
estimated as containing ho more than 490 time4 
360 days. 

I have ali*eady in part answered thiii slfgUmeiit by 
observing, that, if the ancient year used by the Jewi 
consisted of 1 2 months of 30 days each dnd of B 
supernumerary days added dt the end of the yeAf 
and considered as belonging tb none of the months] 
the year, when i'eckoned by months (as St. John 
reckons it *), must then be estimated as containing 

tion of thd satn<^ pi'inciple to ttie pi^opbctsied wliicli treat of ikt 
I960ifears. It has been argiied^ that, as the prophecy of Me 
Seventy years received diflferent successive accomplishments^ we 
may expect that the 1260 yeafi have more than one era of 
commencement and termination. The conclusion might per- 
haps have been warranted from analogy^ if the premises^ 
whence it is drawn^ had been M^ell founded. But, since Ezta 
tells us that Jetemiah's sevady yeari expired in the first yteir 
of Cyrus, and since no. intimation is given in Scripture that 
they likewise expired at other eras, I can consider the hypo* 
thesis of Dr. Prideaux in no other light than that of a mere 
gratuitous unproved assumption, and can never allow it to bcS 
the basis of an analojgieal argument. See Prideaux's Connect* 
t'art i. B. iiii 

* Rev. xi. i, 
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no more Uian 360 days: consequently, if he As- 
cribed 42 precise months to three years and a half, 
he must hkewise ascribe to them 1Q60 precise days, 
because each of those months contained exactly 30 
days : and, in fact, such a mode of reckoning would 
naturally arise from the year being reputed to con- 
tain no more than 360 days. I may now further 
observe, that, if the ancient year of the Jews con- 
tained singularly no more than 360 days, and if the 
deficiency in collective sums were made up by inter- 
calations ; it is easy to conceive, from the arbitrary 
and irregular mode in which the Sanhe9rim inter- 
calated, that any givenihree years and a half, being 
a very short collective period, might really contain 
no more than 1260 days, while a longer collective 
period could not possibly have been suffered to roll 
on without being extended to its proper amount by 
the requisite intercalations. We can as little argue 
with certainty from a very short collective period 
into w^hich no intercalation might be introduced, as 
we can from, the amount of a single individual year. 
If Mr. Marshall could have shewn, that, not three 
years and a half, but 80 or 100 years, of 360 days 
each, had been suffered to elapse without any inter- 
calary regulation, he would then indeed have ad- 
duced a most formidable argnment 

(4.) He further attempts to prove his point by 
pursuing another train of reasoning — In the time of 

Noah, 
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K"oah, five months were equal to 1 50 days ; there- 
fore each month must have contained 30 days. 
But, in the time of Solomon, exactly twelve pur- 
veyors made provision throughout the year for the 
royal household, each man his month : therefore, 
since each month contained 30 days, twelve such 
months or the whole year must have contained 360 
days — Now, throughout the whole Bible no men- 
tion is inade of intercalation; and moreover any 
intercalation of the Ve A4ar or thirteenth month of 
the Sanhedrim would necessarily have disturbed the 
economical arrangement of Solomon, because that 
prince employed no more than twelve purveyors 
throughout the year : therefore we may conclude, 
that such an expedient was formerly altogether un- 
known — But, if each year contained exactly 36Q% 
days, and if the expedient of intercalation was never 
resorted to ; it will follow, that, in the ancient 
Jewish chronology, the year both singularly and 
collectively contained no more than 360 days. 

This argument, though not destitute of specious- 
ness, is founded on a position by no memis proved ; 
namely, that the old Jewish year did really contain 
no more than 360 days. I have already intimated, 
that this position is not established by the circum-* 
stance of five Noetic months bemg equal to 150 
days, because this would equally be the case, whe- 
ther the year consisted of no more than 12 months. 

of 
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of 30 days each, or of 12 months of $0 days each 
pndjftve additional days not considered as belonging 
to any month. And I think it as little establislied 
by the arrangement of Solomon's purveyorships, 
That prince nierely considered the convenience of 
his household ; and it was a matter of perfect indif? 
ferpnce to him, whether his artificial year, which for 
the purpoges of division consists of a number pecur 
Jiarly convenient, coincided with the natural year or 
notr Matters would still go on spaootbly ; and each 
purveyor, knowing exactly the rotation of bis turn, 
would be prepared to discharge his duty without 
having it \t\ his power to complain that his month 
contained more days than those of some of his coIt 
feagueSf But we can as little conclude from this 
arrpxjgement, that the entire Jewish year contained 
no more than 360 days ; as any future chronologer 
could conclude, that the entire English year con* 
fained only 364 days, from an arrangement (if any 
such were in existence) that 52 of&cers should suc- 
cessively be in waiting upon the king throughout 
the year, each man taking his week from the 3uaday 
tp the Saturday. 

4. The sum of that argument of Mr. Marshall, 
ivhich I have just considered, amounts to this : the 
flncie?zt Jewish year contained 360 days; no monthly 
intercalation was tisedy because Scripture is wholly 
§ilerif respecting it; therefore any collective sum of 

Tfcars, 
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years is equivalent only to the same sum ofuninter^ 
calated years of 360 days each — As I think his pre- 
mises labour under a deficiency of proof, I deny his 
conclusion : yet the opinion advanced in the second 
step of the syllogism appears to be not unwarranta- 
ble. Let us invert his reasc^ning, and see whether 
the truth cannot be thus elicited. 

No mention is made in Scripture of intercalary 
months : therefore, since various festivals at parti- 
cular seasons are ordained with much minuteness of 
circumstance in the Levitical dispensation, the pro- 
bability is, that intercalary months, being wholly 
unnoticed, were not known to the more ancient 
Jews — The circumstance of five months being equal 
to 150 days, proves that each month contained 30 
days : and, since the year contained 12 such months, 
it must have contained 360 days ; but, wJiether it 
contained them simply ^ or with the addition office 
supernumerary days not included in any one of the 
monthsj is not positively declared-^If then there 
were no monthly intercalations, the Jewish year 
must have been, collectively no less than singularly^ 
of one or other of these forms : that is to say, a se- 
ries of Jewish years must inevitably have been equal 
either to a corresponding series of years of 360 dajrs 
each, or to a corresponding series of years of 365 
days each, 

Sq 
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So far is certain ; the question therefore is, which 
of the t\ro forms was that of the ancient Jewish yean 
Mr. Marshall maintains, that the first was : I am 
rather inclined to maintain, that the second was ; 
and to maintain this position in such a manner, as 
to believe that a leap-day was occasionally interca- 
lated to keep the seasons in their proper places. 

My reasons for adhering to such an opinion are 
|;he following. 

( 1 .) From the. very time of the original institu- 
tion of the Passover, the observance of it was fixed 
to the fourteenth day of the first month Nisan, 
otherwise called Abib, or the month of green ears, 
at which time in Judfea the harvest was beginning : 
and, in a similar manner, the feast of tabernacles 
was fixed to the middle of the seventh month TisrL 
e.nd to the time of the ending of tlie vintage. 

Now these feasts were thus observed — The PasS" 
over they celebrated on the fourteenth day oi Nisan 
or Abib^ by killing the paschal lamb-: the fifteenth 
day was the first of the days of unleavened bread, 
and was ordained to be kept as a sabbath : and, on 
the morrow after this sabbath, as being the begin- 
ning of the barley-harvest, they w^ere directed to 
bring a sheaf of the first-fruits for a wave-offering 
before the Lord — The feast of tabernacles they ce- 
lebrated on the fifteenth day of Tisri : arid this fJes- 
tlyal was also called the feast of in-gathering^ be- 
cause 
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cause it was observed after they had gathered in 
their corn and their wine. 

If then, as Mr. Marshall maintains, the ancient 
Jewish year consisted of no more than 360 days, 
without the addition of five supernumerary days and 
without being regulated by monthly intercalations 
(of which there is no mention in Scripture); it is 
evident, that all the months, and among them the 
months Abib and Tisri, must have rapidly revolved 
through the several seasons of the year. Whence 
Jt is equally evident, since the Passover and the 
feast of tabernacles were fixed, the one to the fourr- 
teenth day of Abib, and the other to the fifteenth 
day of Tisriy that they must similarly have revolved 
through the seasons. 

Such a revolution of the great festivals must ne- 
. cessarily have taken place, if Mr. Marshall's hypo- 
thesis be well founded ; inasmuch as, without any 
intercalations or additions, it assigns precisely 360 
days to the Jewish year, collectively as well as singly. 
This being undeniably the case, it may be asked, 
how would it be possible to observe the ordinances 
of the Law when the months Abib and Jtsri had 
passed into opposite seasons of the solar year? 
How could the Jews," in the climate of Judea, offer 
the first-fi'uits of their harvest after the Passover^ 
when the month Abib, in which it was celebrated, 
bad passed into autumn or winter? And how 

could 
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f^vAd they observe the feast of tabernacles^ as a 
feast of thein-gatbering of their corn and their wine, 
in the month Thriy when that month had passed 
into spring or summer? It is plain, that, unlesa 
Jlbib and Tisri always kept their places in the solar 
year, unless Abib were always a vernal month, and 
Tisri an autumnal month, the passover and t he feast 
of tabernacles could not have been duly observect ; 
whence it is no less plain, that the ancient Jews 
could not have reckoned by years of 360 days each 
without some expedient to iiiake those years fall in 
with solar years. Since therefore we know that 
their year consisted of 1 2 months of 30 days each, 
and since no mention is made in Scripture of any 
intercalary month ; I conclude, that, like the Egyp* 
tians, they added to the end of their year five super- 
numerary days. 

(2.) As the passover and feast of tabernacles 
could only be celebrated either by solar years or by 
years made equivalent to solar years, so the period 
of years between jubilee and jubilee must by son^e 
expedient or another have been made equal to the 
same period of solar yeg.rs. The Lpvitical weeks 
of years all began from the first day of the month 
Tisri ; and, in the middle of this month, as I have 
just observed, the feast of tabernacles was cele- 
brated, which fixed it to the autumnal season of the 
solar year. This being the case, a period, reckoned 

frQi« 
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from autmon to autumn, must necessarily be equal 
a period of the same number of solar years *. 

(3.) The 430 years of the sojourniog of the chiU 
dren of Israel must plainly be computed in the same 
planner^ . The celebration of the passover was pr- 
dained on the fourteeqth day of the first month, 
which was called JVisan or Abib ; and, on the fol-. 
lowing day, or the fifteenth, the children of Israel 
left the land of Egypt Upon this circumstance 
the inspired historian ipakes the following rejipark- 
able observatioQ. " Nqw the sojourning of the 
" children of Israpl> who dwelt in Egypt, was four 
^^ hundred and thirty year3. And it capie to pass 
" ^t the end of the four hundred and thirty years, 
" even the self-same dar/ it came to pass, that all 
" the hosts of the Lord went put from the land of 
" Egypt, It is a night to be much observed unto 
" the Lord for bringing then^ out from the land of 
" Egypt : this is that night of the Lord to be oh* 
^* served of all the chiloren of Israel in their gene-p 
'* rations f." It appears then, that precisely at the 
end of the 430 years even to the very day, precisehf 
on the Qfteenth day of the first month, the month 
(as it was styled) of green earSy the children of Is- 

* See Levit. xxv, 8 — 11. Deut. xxxi. 10. Prideaux's 
Connection. Part i. b. v. p. 293. Cs^lmct's Pictionary. Voct 
Jubilee — Feast of tabernacles, 

t Exod. xif. 40, 41, 42« 

rael 
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rael quitted the land of Egypt. But this ; month 
Abib is fixed to a particular season of the solar 
ye&r ; because, immediately after the celebration of 
the passover on its fourteenth day, the first-fruits of 
the harvest were appointed to be offered unto the 
Lord. Its very, name indeed; the month of green 
ears^ proves that it did not circulate through the 
year, as Mr. Marshall's hypothesis necessarily sup-r 
poses : for, had it circulated, that name must, dur- 
ing by far the greater part of its circulation, have 
been absurdly improper. It is plain therefore, from 
the circumstance of the fifteenth day of the first 
month being specified as the very day after the ex- 
piration of the 430 years', and from the declaration 
that the deliverance out of Egypt took place exactly 
at the end of 430 years even to this *cery day the 
fifteenth day of the first month, that the first day of 
those 430 years must necessarily be likewise the fif- 
teenth day of the same month Abib or Nisa?h This 
bejlng allowed, it is equally plain, that the 430 years 
must either be solar years or collectively equivalent 
to the same number of solar years ; because by no 
other computation could the first day of the first 
year and the first day of the four hundred and 
thirty first year be alike the fifteenth day of a month, 
fixed, as its very name of Abib implies, to the spring 
season of the year. Hence chronologers, with r^uch 
reason, compute backward from the Exodus to the 
• • call 
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call of Abraham 430 solar years ; because so long 
was the ppriod of the sojournings of the children of 
Israeli either in their own persons or in those of 
their patriarchal prpgenitors, to the time of their 
migrating from the land of Egypt : and hence they 
with equal justice place the 400 years predicted to 
Abraham imme4iately by God himself* (which ne- 
cessarily conterminate with the 430 years) so as to 
commence 30. years after the commencement of the; 
430 years f- 

(4.) la 

* Geh. XV. 13. 

t " Ablactato Jsaaco, fecit Abraham convivium magnum. 
" Et videns Sarah filium Hagarae ^Egyptiae ludentem, vel po- 
** tius deludcatem et contumeliose tractantem (sicut Geii« 
xxxlx. 14, vox ca accipitur), imo persequentem (ut GaL 
iv. 29. cxplicat Apostolus), Isaacum; ut qui sibi, primoge- 
** nitur« ratione, haercditatem deberi jactitaret; dixit Abra- 
•* hamo, E^ice ancillam istam et filium ejus, non enim Juturus est 
" hcBrcs^lius qncHl(^ istius cum Jilio m^o^.Qum Isaaco. Quod 
i* licet ajgerrim^ primum ille ferret, perfecit tamen, accedent* 
*^ jus^U pei, illi cdicentis. In haaco vocabitur tibi semen (Gen. 
" xxi. 8 — 12. cum Rom. ix. 7, 8. et Heb. xi. 17, 18« ubi ob- 
" serva Isaacum hac ratione wngenitum illi us filium appella- 
tum). Inter Hebrceos autem varia opinio tst, asserentibus aliis 
quinto anno ahtactationis tempus statutum aiiU duodecimum 
" annum vendkantibus, Nos igitur, ut breviorem eligamus ata- 
** fern, post decern et octo annos Ismael supputavimus Rectum esse 
" cummqtre: inquit Hieronymus, Traditionibus Hebraicisia 
'* Genesim. Unde ab hac electi seminis designatione et per- 
'' secutione (ut appellat Apostolus), quam a filio JEgyptia^^ 

" sustinuit, 
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(4.) In short, if the lunai* year of 360 days wefd 
used by the ancient Jews without eitlier the requi- 
site addition of supernumerary days at the end ot 
each year, or the due ocddsional intetcalatioii of a 
inonth, it will be impossible to reconcile their his^ 
tory with the histories of other ancient natioiis con-« 
nected' with them. The duration of the several 
reigtis of their kings both over Judah and Israel is 
regularly specified, and the contemporaneousness 
of those kings with the neighbouring sovereigns is 
likewise specified, as must obviously be the case irt 
the history of aw/ people. Consequently, as it was 
well observed by Lyranus, those, who represeitt the 
Hebrews as computing collectively by lunar years, 
dislocate the whole chronological series of the Old 
Testament *# 

6. The 

*' sustinuit, 400 annoruin itlitium C6mplure4 deducuht ; qdi- 
^* bus Abrahami semen perigrinum futurum in terra non sua 
et affligendum Deus prsedixerat (Gen. xv. 13; Acts vii. 6.), 
In exitu enim Israelitarum ex Mgypta eos terminandos esse, 
" ex Gen. xv. 14. et Exod. xii. 35, 36. inter se collatis liquet* 
** Quanquam Glossa ordinaria ex Augustino initium annorum 
^ istorum ad ipsam nativitatem Isaaci referUt: ac si 405 
** annos, sumraa solida et numero rotundo^ 400 Scripturit dix- 
«« erit." Usser. Annal. in ann, A. C. 1891* 

• " Quia scriptura passim non lunaribus« scd coramtinibui 

'* et solaribus, utiturannis; et quia, licet Hebraei uterentuf 

^* annis lunaribus, tamcn tertio quoque anno, ex diebtis qui 

S ** cxcrcteranti 
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5. The sum of the matter is this. Since no meii-* 
tion is made in Scripture of intercalary months, and 
since therefore the probability is, that they were not 
used by the more ancient Jews ; I conclude, in op- 
position to Mr. Marshall, that, if such months were 
not used by them, their year must have consisted, 
tiot of 1 2 months of SO days each only (as that au- 
thor maintains it to have consisted, collectively lio 
less than singnlarly\ but of 12 months of SO days 
each and fvce supernumerary days not included in 
any of the months: and I moreover conclude, th«tt 
an intercalation gf a day must have been occasion* 
ally used to preserve the seasons in their proper 
places* 

6. But, whether the more ancient Jews used this 
year or a jear of 360 days corrected by monthly 



* excreverant, inensern addebant^ et sic per embolismo« annoi 
' lunares aequabant solaribns, turn nt chronicis ct dironologi^K 
' alrariim gentium se suaque accommodarenty turn propter 
' PascbiL et Pentecosten ; ut i)la congruo teoipore a kge sta-^ 
^ tuto, puta post aequinoctium vernum 14 to die primi mensis 
' semper celebrarent: alioqui enim, cum annus lunaris minor 

* sit solari, saepe Pascha celeb rare debuissent vel a«te aequi- 
' noctium vernum, vel alio mensc quam primo. Unde Lyra<« 
' nuSy qui . origine fuit Hebraeus et in Hebrseorum rebus ver*. 
' satissixnuSf Fallimiw^ inquit, qui putant Hebraos talibus 

* (lunaribus) annis usos aliquando^ alioquin tota veterii instru" 

* menti series vaciUat. Idem asserit Galatinus* lib. iv« c« 14." 
Cornel « a Lapidt Comment* in Dan, ix. 35ff 

intercalatioBd 
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intercalations (and one or the other they must havd 
used), is a matter of very little moment to the pre- 
sent question. Their two great festivals, being fixed 
both to a particular month and to a particular sea- 
son of the year, prove (as it appears to me) beyond 
a possibility of doubt, that by some expedient or 
other the months Abib and Tisri vi^ere always made 
to fall out in spring and autumn : and, if this be evi-» 
dent, as it must be from the mode of celebrating^ 
those two great festivals, then it will follow, equally 
beyond a possibility of a doubt^ that, whatever 
might be the form of a single Jewish year, a series 
of them taken collectively must have been equal to 
a corresponding series of natural solar years. Hence 
I conclude, that the 490 years of the seventy weeks 
are in effect and collectively 4PQ solai' years, and 
not (as Mr. Marshall contends) 490 years of 360 
days each, or about 483 solar years. 

III. Although, as I have just intimated, it is 
sufflcierlt for my purpose to have shewn that a se- 
ries of Jewish years, tvhatever might be their indi- 
vidual form, was collectively equal fo acorfesporid- 
ing series of solar years, it may not be amiss at the 
<:lose of the present discussion to adduce from wri* 
ters, who have considered the subject as fully as 
Mr. Marshall, some additional remarks on thd 
chronology of the Hebrews, 

!• "Abra- 
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f * *^ Abraham, who was a practical astronomer,** 
says Mr. Jackson, " brought the Chaldean year 
" into Canaan, which was the Noachic and oric^i- 
" nal year of the world : but, as he settled amongst 
" the Canaanites^ he probably used their year, 
" which commenced about the autumnal equinox, 
" as Taaut or Thoth, the son of Misor or Mizraim, 
" had settled it in Phenicia and afterwards in 
" Egypt, according to tlie history of Sanchoniatho. 
" However Abraham, no doubt, preserved the me- 
" mory of the epoch of the Chaldean year in his- 
" family and amongst his posterity. When the 
'^ Israelites went into Egypt, they used the Egyp- 
" tian year, which had the same epoch with the 
" Phenician : but, at their exodus, they were com- 
" manded by God to begin the year at the original 
" epoch of it, which was the vernal equinox ; and 
'* to use this epoch only in their sacred institutions, 
" their feasts and fasts, and all religious matters : 
" but in civil affairs they still retained the epoch of 
" the Egyptian year. So the ecclesiastical year of 
" the Hebrews began at the vernal equinox, and all 
" their sacred rites were regulated by it : and the 
" Sabbatical and Jubilean years began at the au- 
" tumnal equinox. The months were counted from 
^* the vernal epoch of the year oply. Hence the 
" month Abib or Nisan, which before was the st^- 
" Tenth month, was reckoned, by God's compiand 
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*^ to Moses, thfc first month of the year : and tlfef, 
" which had been called the firsts was thenceforth 
" called the seventh. Thus the Chaldee Para- 
" phrast, on 1 Kings viii. 2, says, the month Etha-- 
" 7ilm^ which by the ancients was called the firsts 
" is now called the seventh. 

" This account of the old and new year of the 
Hebrews is evident from . Scripture. In Exod. 
xxiii. 16, the seventh month, in which was cele- 
brated the feast of the ingathering of all the 
" fruits of the landj and in which they dwelt in 
" tabernacles seven days counted from the fifteenth 
" day inclusive, is said to he in the end of the year : 
^' and so in Deut xxxi. 10. Tte same feast is 

1 

" said, Exod. xxxiv. 22, to be at the reoohition 
(Tecuphath) of the year ; that is, the cardinal 
point, when the old year began at the autumnal 
equinox ; and which wa^ the seventh month from 
the vernal equinox, which was the epoch of the 
new ecclesiastical year. The Greek interpreters 
^' render Tecuphath the dividing or middle of the 
year *. And so it was : for the feast of taber- 
nacles for seven days, immediately after the in^^ 
" gathering of all the fruit of the land, was ap- 
" pointed to begin on the fifteenth day of the se- 
^* venth month t ; and this was exactly the middle 

• iSvuflo! T« m»vlH, f Levit. xxiii. 54, 35—44. 
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^ of the year, or aix, months from the fifteenth dajt 
** of the first month Abib or Nisoftj which was die 
** first day of the feast of unleavened bread, with 
** which the year began. 

" Now it may hence be inferred, that the eccle- 
" siastical, as well as the civil, year of , the Jews 
'' was solar, and not lunar : and, had the months 
" been lunar, there would be more than six of theni 
" from the Tecuphath oi* cardinal point of the ver- 
*' nal, to the Tecuphath of the autumnal e^juinox j 
" nor could the Tecuphath of the seventh month be 
" the middle of any but the solar year. Besides, 
^^ as the Egyptian year both for religious and civil 
" us? was solar only, the Hebrew year would natu- 
" rally be solar also, unless it was by express com- 
^^ mand from God made lunar ; of which there iif 
" no testimony or evidence. It is likewise proba- 
'* ble, that the fifteenth day of the month Abib or 
" Nisan commenced with the sun's entrance into 
" tiie vernal equinoctial point of the zodiac, to 
" which the year was fixed. When Xhe l$raelites 
" went into Egypt, they knew no other than the 
" Chaldean lunisolar year of 360 days, which Abrar 
'^ ham brought into Cfemaan, and which probably 
^^ was the same with the Phenician and Egyptiw 
*' year, but commenced firom a difierent epoch. 
'* Whether any, or what, intercsdation was tlicn 
'^ used to reduce it nearer to the tropical year, is 

£ S "not 
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" not known *• But,' not long after the tiipe that 
" the Israelites were come into JEgypt, it wab dis- 
** covered there by the Egyptian priests, that the 
" solar year consisted of 365 days : and five inter- 
*^ calary days were thenceforth added in their ca- 
" lendar at the end of the last month of the year. 
^* This is related by Africanus or Syncellus, from 
the Egyptian annals, to have been done in the 
reign of Assis, the last shepherd king, who began 
to reign in the year before Christ 1772. This 
" improved Egyptian year the Israelites brought 
" with them out of Egypt ; and Moses, by God's 
" command, changed the epoch of it from the au- 
" tumnal to the vernal equinox ; and we may con- 
clude, that the five intercalaVy days were added 
by IVloses at the end of the twelfth month. 






u 



• That some, method must have bccu used to reduce this, 
year to the solar form either individitallii or collectkeii/, if it 
were used by Abraham, seems to me to be manifest from the. 
circumstance of the 430 i/ears of the sojourning of the chil- 
dren of Israel' being said to have been fulfilled even to a day on 
the fourteenth day of the first month ; which, as its name Abih 
implies, being fixed to a particular season of the year, could 
not have circulated. If then 430 years be reckoned from the 
fifteenth of one Ahib to the fifteenth of another AbiK they must 
necessariljr be either solar years, or years collectively equira- 
leot to -solar years: consbquently, if Abraham. usl;d the year 
of 360 day9, h^ must either have added five days to the eu^ o# 
each year, or occgiJsionaUy havp intercalated it by the additioa 
of a month* 

• . Th© 
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" The memorials of. the two TecaphafhSj or heads 
^ of the year, the one at the vernal, the other at the 
** autumnal, equinox, were celebrated by two fes- 
^ tivals : the iSrst, by the feast of the passover and 
*^ unleavened bready on the fifteenth day of the first 
" month ; the second, by the feast of tabernacleSy 
*^ which began on the fifteenth day of the seventh 
*' month* as the fifteenth day of tlie first month 
" Abib was the first day of uokitvened bread. Th6 
** Jewish yearj both sacred and 'civil, was sodar ^nly, 
" consisting of S6S days; :aiid waa fixed ta^e t\vo 
^ equinoctial points of'»the ^eodiac^ Thife year is 
*^ undoubtedly uaedib^tMics^ in his Jiist&ry of the 
^\ einfeation/ and of the^gi^neaQogtes^tai^the pat^iarihs 
^\ both before ausid after '^tlie; flood* :'j/Vaid^. as then^ 
^^ is not in the law o£j^sediahyimei^oo ofaMhar 
" year at alt, or of any irrterGriatVohft'^ thtii ihnved 
" year, but only of the beginning erf the y^r^bein^ 
^^ transfeivediFcn^tbe' autumnal rio tbeivooialiequf-** 
" nox, we may infer* with great? ^oertaiiit^r,: that4h6* 
" ye«r instituted ' by' Mofees \^$ 4 A^^^l ablsb y^ar ;' 
" and that ihe ^pass^^^et- v^as* fifxed' to tte- filltrtl6diith 
^ day kUthe fir^^mDnth ;^ aVid'^all the^othKSr^^i^ivals 
* and religious: ihelitiitMns wer^^^lso fixed to tibe 
^ «ame imtiloveabtei days oi5 the^ year as well as 
'*' monthB5(;,:^ilJ[out'any.iregard) a» far a^; appears, 






* Levit. xxiii. 34. Numb. xxix. 12* 
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^' to the new or full moons. And if, as Maimo* 
^' nides and the modern Jews tell us, the last month 
*^ Adar was frequently intercp^lated (as a lunar year 
" required) to bring the fourteenth or fifteenth day 
" of the first month Nisan to the cardinal point of 
*^ the vernal equinox, or after it ; if any such inter* 
^\ calations had been used by Moses or in tjbe an- 
^^ cient times of the Jewish economy, this so re-p 
^^ markable alteration of the course of the year» 
^^ from the solar uDiversally , used, to the lunar no 
^^ where known or us^d in tl)0 tim^ of Moses, that 
^^ we findy or lon^ afti^r, must have been somewhere 
-^ taken notice of : and the intercalary months would 
'^ have beep mentioned and settled, to avoid bring- 
'f ing confusbn into tb ir religbus observances. 
^^ On the other haqd, if the year was merely solar^ 
^' and the Ckodeshf so often mentioned in the writ- 
^* ingsof Moses, meant always Ma mon^^ o^/^, as 
'^ it undoubtedly in general does, without any re-f 
'^ ieteat'^ to or intimation of the moon or a lunar 
*^ month ^timt from the soiar which was unifprm 
and equable, then all is easy : wd the fourteenth 
day of the first Chode^h or month would be a 
^- fixed point of the year and kept immoveable by 
'^ the intercalation of a day in about four yeers* 
" added to the other five intercalary days ; whiclr 
^^ was the most ancient method of intercalating tbe 
^ »Qhf year, 

« ft 
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** It is probable, that the Jews borrowed their 
*^ lunar year from the Greeks, many ages after the 
" time of Moses, aAd not before they were subject 
" to them : and then intercalary months became 
" necessary j and were added as tiie season of the 
" spring .and the ripening of the barley harvest re- 
" quired, which was to be reaped in the first month 
" which commenced at the new moon, that the first 
^ day of the passover might be celebrated at the 
'^ time of the full moon. This month was called- 
" A bib* from the earing of corn, and was the 
*' month in which they came out of Egypt. If the 
^^ corn happened not to be ripe enough to reap be- 
" fore the sixteenth day of that month, when the 
" first fruits were oflfcred at the passover on the 
" second day of unleavened bread, which wats the 
" sixteenth day of the month f , an intercalary 
'* month was added after the last month of the 
*^ year, that the barley harvest might be ready to 
'^ reap at the passover. But this was changing the 
'^ ordinance of Moses by putting one month in the 
" place of another: for the intercalated montji 
^' threw all the months forward^ and so Nisan^ the * 
^' first month, possessed the place of the second, 
^' and so on% Rabbi Mo$es Maimonide^ tells us, 

* Exod. xii. 2. xiiL 4. xxxir* 18^ Det^t, %^u 1» 

t Levit, x:iciii. 6^' 9, 10, II, 15, 
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^* that the intercalary year was mstituted for three 
" feasdxis. The first was on accoiint of the equi^ 
^ nox, that is, to biing it to. the fifteenth day of the 
^* month Nisan or before ; so, if the equinox was 
*^ like to happen on the sixteenth, day or later, an 
^* intercalary month was added before it. A se- 
" cond reason was on acqount of the corn, that it 
^* might be ripe at the passover^ when it was to be 
" reaped and the first fruits to be offered, , The 
" third reason was on account of the fruit of ber- 
*' ries of trees, whiqh was then to be gathered *, 
^ Morinus cites an ancient Jewish writer, called 
^^ Rabbi Eliezery who (he thinks) was contempo- 
" rary with St. Paul, to shew that the intercalary 
" year depended chiefly on the winter solstice;^ 
'* and, if.it fell on the twentieth day of the month 
'* Tebeth (December) or later, they intercalated the 
" year of course^ concluding the com harvest could 
^* not naturally be ready to reap by the fifteenth of 
*' Nisan: but, if the solstice happened sooner, then 

J • { % 

. * *^ Tribuside causis annus intercalaiis iustituebatur. Pri^ 
^. rap, propter qequin9Ctium. Deinde, propter terrae fruges. 
•* Tcrtio, propter arborum baccas: ut, si* ex tabulamm ra- 
"' tione conciliiun intelligeret aequinoctium, aut dccimo et 
•'sejfto'd'ie Nishii futurum esse, aut^etiam poster! us, altemm 
f^ anno mensem 4dar addcret; ut cum Pascha adesset frusum 
** maturitas: ^u^ cai^sfi quidcra cum csset, annus constUuc* 
♦* f)atur intercalarjs, nee ulla causa qoaircbatur alia." Tract, 
ie ration, intercal. c. iv, p, 356, 35J. 
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'' they had regard tp the ripening of the com and 
fruit of trees, which, if they proved more back- 
ward than cotnnion, occasioned the year on their 
account to be intercalated, so that sometimes 
they intercalated two years together*. Thia 
" shews, that, after the Jews used lunar months^ 
^^ their iutercala ions could not be regular, because 
" they annually depended both on the day of the 
^' month on which the winter solstice fell, which 
" day was moveable, and on the maturity of the 
'* barley har\'est in the sixteenth day of Nisan^ 
*' which was sometimes before and sometimes after 
** the vernal equinox ; and yet the passonfer. was 
^^ fixed to the fourteenth day of the month Nkan*- 
^' The Jews, who first used the lunar months, seem 

* ^' Intercalant annum super Thecupkoif modo Thecuph^ 
^\ contigerit a vicesimo die mensis Tebetky et infra. Miu^rifit 
'^ addsy Si solstitium hybemum commissum fuerit vicesimo di« 
** mensis Tebeth ( Decern bris), vel posthsc, ^i;>tercaUtur annus,, 
^ nulla habica spicarum et frugum ratione : nam tum certusl 
'' est ex consueto naturae ordine ista nou satis matura fore, 
^ ut decima quinta Nmn spicarum manip^lus Deo offeratur* 
^' Si vero solstitium hybemum citius committatur, tum fruguin 
*^ ratio habc'tur, et intercalatio fit, ambae si serotinae fuerint. 
''^ Hinc nonnunquam apud cos duobus annis continuis intercala>\ 
'^ batur. Fundamentum et clavem intercalationis propter, 
'' Theaipham posteriores Judasi a dcciina sexta. Nisan de<» 
** duxerunt : sed priores a vicesima Tebeth/' In Pentateuch^ 
6»mar. Exercit, i. p. 39, 40, 51, 52. 
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*^ to have principally minded to make the new moon 
**•' of Nisan that which was nearest to the vernal 
equinox^ W'hether before or after it; that the 
passover might fall on the full moon, which was 
" either at or after it. And, as the use of lunar 
** months made the keeping of the passover very 
" irregular, we may with the greatest reason con- 
^ elude that the original Jewish year and months 
" both before and after their exodus were solar' 
^ only — " 

^ In the intercalary year, the thirteenth month,' 
^* called Ve-Adar^ which was a second Adar of 29* 
^ tiays *, wEis added after Adar ; which then had * 
^ 30 days, and made the year 384 d^ys. In a 
•* cycle of 19 years they must have seven interca- 
lary months to bring the fifteenth of Nisan to th^ 
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• ** Qui annus fiebat uno mense longior, is Intercalaris ap* * 
'^ pellabatur : seil nuUus add^batur unquam anno alius quam' 
•* mensis Adar* Itaque anno intercalari menses Adar bini* 
^ continuabantur, atquo iidem Adar primus et Adar secundum 
^ dicebantur. Quid ita vero ? nlmirum ut habcretur una 
•* cum messc Tascha^ quippe cum in Lege sit, Observato men-' 
^ sem novarum frugum ; hujus enim vcrbi vis ea fuit, ut tem- 
*' poris observandi rationem teneres earn, quae mensem hunc 
**' ad messem adduccret : atque nisi alterum anno mensem 
***l^(far adderes, tum Pascha hybernis tum sestivis accideret 
•* te'mporibus/' Maimon. de rat. intercal. c. iv. ' p. 356, 
** Anno intercalari, quoniam Adar numerantur duo, primes 
^ eorum sit planus, alter cavus/' c, viii. p. 376. 

'^ equinoctial 
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*' equinoctial point, as the law required : and there* 
^' fore, if th^ followed in their lunar year the cycle 
^^ of Metoq of 19 yeara, as some Jewish and many 
*^ Christian writers suppose, they could keep the 
^^ pa9990€fj as the law requmd, on the fifteenth of 
** Ni$att and at the equbox, onee only in the spac^ 
" of 19 years. Had the Jews, when they used the 
^^ lunar year, intercalated it with sometimes ten and 
'^ sometimes eleven days after the twelfth month 
*■ amiaally, they would have always kept the fif^ 
*^ teenth of Nisan to the vernal equinox, which was 
^' the original institution of Moses. But^ as they 
'^ thou^t they ought not to celebrate thepassover 
*^ till the eorn was ripe and the berries of trees were' 
^/ ready for gathering, although the equmox hap- 
*^ peaed before the sixteenth day oi Nisan; if these 
^* were not then ripe, they intercalated a whole^ 
♦* mouth* 

. ^^ The intercalated years in the Jewish cyde of 
^^19 years were, a3' Maimomdes relates t> tiio 

* ^ Jam si seges esset tardiop quam ut posset ad PuKha 
*' mcti, n«c dum baccate qu» solebant tempore pasehali, pro* 
^ ftyderant ^rbores ; hac duplici de c^usa conf;iUuin itidem 
^ ^i)Uin faciebat uno mense longiorem, licet decimum et 
^^ sextain diem mensis aequinoctium antecederet/* Maimoiu 
de rat. intercal. p. 357* The intercalary month had 2$ or Sf 
flays, as the council pleased that appointed it« 

f Pe lat. int^^rcal* c. yu p, 370. 

« third, 
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*^ third, sij^tb, eighth, el^cirtb, : fotwfteeiathr 3€jv€n*' 
" teenth, and nineteebth 1*" i. . ' v .x vl-: r / - :. 

S. Much the same peami;k«>aBe^ade^£ML £ri- 
deaux relative to thei ^^i^w. mode. i>£infeerGalating 
lunar years, wheu> thio.cci^e^ ipf :tboM .yww Was 
adopted. . ". /«*.••". ^ r s hi* v. ..A 

" The Jews had theik .cMtimmbb years vpferfeotly 
•* lunar, consisting of twelve kinar mbptisft^-^andso 
^' had the Greeks/ cmly* witli this dsfferende/ theat, 
" where$» the Jews^iuna^iroontil&iWe^ii strictly 
^^ knar as being obseffV9d^bj11ie|/M&a»i, the Greeks, 
^^ mistaking ia lunar month to consist exactly of 30 
*' days, in compoubding their year of IS: Cff them, 
^f made it amount to 560 days, which exceeded it$ 
' ^^ true astronomical measure almost 6 days. But, 
^ besides the common years, they had also interca- 
'flaied.yeais intermixed with the cSnnanon years; 
** which reduced all to the solar form > for; wAat 
'IfoMsis defective o£ it in ^he common^ yearrs; was 
•' .tes|t>Fedj.in.the iiittercala!l§3^e^r3. Andthiilthe 
•* Jews, as well as the Greeks, were neciessitated to 
*| hytheii? festivals : for tliie Nkan oi the Jewish 
«i. yeaffj which began their ecelesiastifcal yestr^ being 
^'''piViiied down by their jO^r^^raer (which \ras always 
*' celebrated in the middle of it) to the ti.tne of the 
^'^.^bfig^ning, of their harvest; £^ixd tbq month. K)f: 
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* Jackson's ChronQl. Antiq. Vol. ih p; 15— SSI 
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7?^ri,- which began their civil year, being likewise 
'* pinned down by the feast of tabernacles (which 
*^ was always celebrated in the middle of that 
** nft)nth)'to*the time of the ending of their vintage; 
^ t-his necessitated them to fling in an intercalary 
^' month j whenever their year fell short of these 
*' seasons. And the Greeks were likewise neces- 
^* sifated to do the same thing for the sake of their 
festivals, especially for the sajte of their Olym- 
piads. For, the fixed time for the celebration of 
'those games being the first full moon after the 
summer solstice, it always fell within the compass 
" of one lunar month, either sooner or later, in tbe 
" solar year : and, there being just four yeai's be- 
" tween Olympiad and Olympiad, these nece&sa- 
** rily made these years to be solar years ; and cy- 
" cles and -riiles of intercalation were invented of 
" purpose to bring them to it : and the same is to 
** be said of uU other nations which used thevlifcie 
form. Although they might measure their montks. 
by the motion' of the nioon, they always regulated 
" their years according to that of the sun— All 
" among them, that had lunar years, had also in- 
" tercalatcd years to make amends for tlieir do- 
** fects: and therefore, whatsoever any of tlieir 
" years might be in their singular numbers, thej 
•* were always solar in their collective sums */' 

• Pridejwix^ Connection, part i. b- v* p# 292. 
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8. Sii Isaac NcM^tort speaks to the same purpdscf.^ 
'^ The h ncient year ot the eastern nations consisted 
" of 1 2 montlis } and every molith, of 30 days t 
'^ hence came the division of a circle kito 360 de- 
" grees. This year seems to be used by Moses in 
" his history of the flood, and by John in the Apo^ 
calypse, where a time times and half a time, 42 
months, and 1260 days, are put equipollent 
But, in reckoning by many of these years together^ 
an account is to be kept of the odd dajfs which 
were added to the end of these years* For the 
^^ Egyptians added five days to the end pf this year; 
'^ and so did the Chaldeans long before the time of 
*^ Daniel, as appears by the era of Nabonassar : 
'^ and the Persian magi used the same year of 365 
^^ days, till the empire of the Arabians* The an-^ 
*^ cient Greeks also used the same solar year of 1 2 
" equal months, or 360 days ; but eVery other year 
*^ added an intercalary months consisting of 10 and 
" 1 1 days alternately *." 

4. The same language is held by Dr. Blayney. 
" From the very nature of the Jewish establishment 
*^ it is abundantly evident, that, though they might 
^^ have reckoned a year or two together us consist- 
" ing of 12 lunar months, they never did nor could 
have carried on the same kind of reckoning for 



• Observ, on DaDt chap, x, f>. 137, 138. 
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" aiiy long continued series of years in succession; 
'^ A lunar year, consisting of 12 lunar months, or 
354 days, falls short of the astronomical solar 
year, with which the seasons return, by about 1 1 
days. Consequently, with those who compute 
'^ their time by such lunar years, the beginning of 
" their year must make a very quick circuit through 
•* all the different seasons successively. . But, 
" among the Jews, the beginning of their year was, 
^* by the Mosaic constitutions, necessarily deter- 
" mined to one particular season. The month 
" Abib or Nisan^ in which they came out of Egypt, 
" was ordained to be unto them the begiwiing of 
numtksy the jir&t month of the year *. On the 
fourteenth day of this month the paschal lamb 
** was to be killed f : the fifteenth was the first of 
^ the days of unleavened bread, and was to be kept 
as a sabbath or a day of holy rest, in which no 
servile work was to be done;):: and, on the mor- 
row after this sabbath (ry J'iujfp* tm a^ujuwir 'tjjSAff «, 
fx7»i Jf nrliv xod (fixfltjjf, says Josephus §), they were 
" (firected to bring a sheaf of the first fruits for a 
*' wave-offering before the Lord, to be accepted for 
" them. This was the beginning of their barley 
V harvest, the day on which theyjirst put the sickle 

"^ £xQd. x.ii« 2. t Ver. 6. J Lcvit« xxiii. (J, 7* 

§ Afit. Jud. 1. ill. c. 10. § 5. 
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to their corn ; nor were they at liberty to taste of 
the fruits of their ground, neither bread, nor 
parched corny nor green ears, until they had 
brought this offering to their God*. From this 
time they were required to number seven complete 
" weekSy and on the fiftieth day to offer a new meat- 
offering unto the Lord of the first fruits of their 
wheat harvest f. Also, on the fifteenth day of 
the seventh month, they were commanded to ob- 
serve the feast of tabernacles^ otherwise called 
*' the feast of in-gathering, after that they had 
gathered in their corn and their wine %. Now 
it is obvious, that these ordinances could have 
been observed but seldom at their appointed 
^ times, had the beginning of the Jewish year been 
" as variable with respect to the seasons, as a course 
^' of lunar years would make it. For, in about six- 
" teen years, each season would be changed for its 
" opposite : autumn w^ould be stept into the place 
" of spring; and the month Abib, instead of being 
*' the month of green ears, as the name imports, 
^^ would fall in after all the fruits were already 
•* housed in the barns. It is true, that, in order 
*^ to begin the year uniformly with the first day of 

* Levit. xxiii, 10 — 14. 

t LeviU xxiii. 15, &c. Exod. xxiv. 22. 

X Compare L^vit. xxiii. 3^. £xod. xxiii. 16. Deut xvi. 13. 
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^ the moon, the Jews gave the name of a year' 
" sometimes to 12 lunar monttis, and that for two 
'' years successively; in like manner as we for a, 
" similar reason reckon three years together of 
" 365 days each, reserving the exceeding, liqurs, as^ 
" they did the days^ to be accounted for in an after 
" reckoning. Accordingly, tlie third year was sure 
" to be with them a kind of Icap-yeatr, by the in- 
" tercalation of an additional month, which they 
" called Ve-Adar : and thus, by repeated interca- 
^' lations duly made, their reckoning, in the l^ng. 
" run was brought to correspond pretty nearfy with- 
^' solar computation^ and the beginning of their 
'^ year to fall in much about tlie same season, and* 
" at no great distance from the vernal equinox; 
" w xpift) Til *ii^is xoAtfF\(A9^ as Josephus* testi* 

« fiesf." 

5. Mr. Davies has also some ingenious i^emarks 
respecting the length of the ancient year, particu« 
krly of the Noetic year, which he Supposes to have 
been solar. 

" The early ages in general must have been- ac- 
" quainted with the solar period, which alone could 
^^ be of use in the computation of years^ For^ 

• A»t. Jud. 1. iii. c. 10^ § ^. 

"t Blaynoy's Dissert, on the propAety af tlie severity Wecks.- 
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** while we deny them this knowledge, it is yet 
" granted that they had the use of cycles, by which 
'^ their defective years were adjusted to the course 
of nature. If they knew the sum of 19, 30, or 
60 years, could they have been ignorant of the 
" extent of one? That their years were so adjust- 
" ed, is evident ; for w^e find the same months con- 
*^ stantly fall about the same season. HesiodV 
" description * can be applied only to the depth of 
** winter, and therefofe can have belonged only to 
" years, which, taken together, amounted to solar 
** years* The Abib of Moses, or month of green 
^* corn, as the name implies, must have constantly 
" returned after the vernal equinox: from the first 
" time it received the name. And this name could 
** not have been new. It was not Egyptian, but 
" either Hebrew or Chaldaic ; the Isr^ielites had 
" therefore brought it with them into Egypt. It 
" had been known in the time of Abraham. For^' 
" on the I4th of this month, the children of Israel 
** came out of Egypt ; and, on the self-same day^ 
" 430 years before, their great ancestor Abraham 
" had begun his peregrination. The length of the 
" solar year then had been known from the days of 
" Shem, who survived the commencement of Abra- 
" ham's sojourning about 75 years. Had this year 

* Mijw ^1 'ktiiiaL\mcb^ x. t. A, E^y. P. 322. 

" been 
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*^ been unknown ; had the EpagomencB 0i<l5Ven the 
" Bissextile been omitted, the month of green corn 
** must, during that period of 430 years, have some** 
" times fallen in the beginning and sometimes in 
" the depth of winter. 

" The Egyptians claim the Epagomen(B and the 
^* accurate comjjutation of time, as inventions of 
*^ their own ancestors. This claim may be grant- 
" ed, if we take their own account of the inventor* 
'^ The first Thoth, amongst other things, calculated 
" the annual period. We learn from Manetho, the 
" celebrated Egyptian historian, who relates the 
" genuine traditions of his nation, that this Thoth 
" lived before the flood. For he left his discoveries 
" engraved upon certain columns, in the mcred 
" dialect and in hieroglyphic letters ; and, after 
" /Ae rfe/w^e (another) Thoth, the son of Agatho* 
*' demon, transcribed these inscriptions into books, 
" and placed them in the sanctuaries of the Egyp- 
** tian temples *• What discoveries do the Egyp- 
" tians boast of, which were not originally derived 
" from the great Thoth ? Those ancestors of the 
" Egyptians, who so eminently distinguished them- 
" selves, were then antfediluvians, and consequently 
" the common parents of all other nations. 

« 

* Mancth. apud Euseb. Praep. Evatv lib, i. cap. 9< 
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" Thoth is said to have left 36,525 rolls of his 
discoveries, by which the learned understand pe- 
riods of time which he had calculated. I find by 
" Philo Jud^us, that the ancient niystagogues re- 
" garded 1 00 as a perfect number ; as the parts 
*' which composed a perfect whole, or as the num- 
" ber of units which constituted a complete series. 
" If we regard 100 parts as equal to a complete 
" diurnal revolution, then 36,525 parts will amount 
'* to 365 days and 6 hours: or, if 100 years con. 
" stitute a perfect age, agreeably to Philo's appli- 
" cation of the number in the case of Abraham, 
^^ then 36,525 will be the diurnal revohitions com- 
preheaded in that age. This I consider as a more 
simple method of accounting for the number of 
the Hermetic volumes, than by supposing a mul- 
" tiplication of cycles, which must iinply much 
- more than a true calculation of the solar pe- 
" riod. 

" Tlve . Egyptians had j/wr^, as they are styled 
** by the Greeks, of 6, 4, or 3, months. They may 
** have divided the annual circle into seasons, by 
^' inscribing some of their geometrical figures, a» 
** the line or the triangle^ or else the square touch- 
" ing at the four cardinal points. Still the com- 
" plete circle remained the sanie. Is there nothing 
" in the Old Testament to confirm the antiquity of 
^\ this computation and the u3€ of the Epdgomcna? 

J9b 
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" Job speaks* of days joined to the year,, exclusive 
*' of the number of the months*. The Epagomejue 
" appear then to have been known out of Egypt ^ 
'^ about the time when Abraham settled in the land 
'* of Canaan, and during the life of the great patri- 
" archs. Let us consider Noah's year. 16 the 
" history of the deluge we have 5 successive months 
" consisting altogether of 150 days, or SO dliys 
^ each. I cannot conceive how such months could 
" have been formed upon any lunar observation. 
" From the first day of the tenth month we have 
^^ an enumeration of 61 days, together with an'un- 
^ specified period of time, before the commenc^e-' 
'^ ment of the succeeding year. A complete year' 
'^ in Noah's days could not then have consistod of 
'* fewer than 12 such months or 360 days. Bu^ 
^ if with the best copies of the lxx and with some 
" other versions of credit we date the 61 days from 
'^ the first of the eleventh month, this point must 
'* be regarded as fully determined. There will be 
"12 months and a few days over, during which 
*' Noah Waited for the return of the third dove, and 
^' before he removed the covering of the ark on tbo 
^^ first day of the^r^^ month of the new year. 
^' And there is the greatest probability in fevour 
^ of this reading. Noah already knew that thct 

• Job lii. 5« • ^ 
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** waters were abated from off the earth. The 
question was now, whether the earth produced 
any thing, or whether the dove would be com- 
pelled by hunger to return to the ark. It is not 
to be supposed, tliat, after having for some time 
** dispatched his weekly messengers, the patriarch 
should now wait S9 days to make this expeii* 
ment ; ^ or 4 days roust have been fully suffi* 
*^ cient for the purpose. Would not these circum*^ 
stauces have pointed out some error in the text, 
had no ancient version suggested and authorized 
its correptipn ? Upon tliis authority we have 1 2 
^i months of 30 days each, and the Epagomence ;- 
^^ or in all S&$ days. But how are we to sfaccount 
*f for the. number and tbq precise length, of the 
*f months? Perhaps something in the following 
" manner. The first periodical phenomenon, which 
** attracted the notice of our first parents, was pro- 
^^ bably the re-appearance of the moon after the 
^' cbang9< 'I'^^ iteration of the seasons, and the 
^^ periodical approach and retreat of the sup with 
^' which the seasons were obviously canoected, 
^^ must have also presented themselves to observa-' 
^^ tion* It could not but be desireahle and useful 
^f ta ascertain the period of these changes. The 
^^ ipoon was resorted to, as the fiirst mesuis of com^ 
^^ putation i and 1 2 lunations were found to come 
^^ rQUQd neater to th^ same paint, than any other 

" number 
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" number : hence the 12 months. But these were 
" very soon discovered to be too short The object 
.^' in view was to obtadn a knowledge of the return 
" of the sun and the seasons. His course was then 
" divided into 12 portions or signs, corresponding 
" with the number of moons in the first computa- 
" tion. 'Each of these portions was found to con* 
" sist of 30 day^ and a fraction : but, as it would 
" be inconvenient to divide a day, the whole num* 
*^ ber was retained, and the surplus added to com- 
" plete the year. 

" The first idea of a year mu§t have been that of 
*^ the return of the s^n and the seasons ^to the same 
*^ point. Andy from the visible^ revolution of the 
'^ sun, men must have first obtained months and 
" years thus coofitaructed. '. Hence the Hebrew term 
" fiar a year T\W implies an iteration^ repetition^ 
** a return to the sfifne point. This could have 
'^ been no other than the return of the sun and the 
'^ seajsons. The sua was the great luminary, which, 
'^ by his regular course amongst the other lights or 
*^ stars, was appointed to measure years '^. ^ 

^' If the moon was first resorted to for the pur* 
'^ pose of measuring the sua's course, it was soon 
^* found inadequate to the purpose. Its revolution 
'^ had no ccxmectioa with the return of the seasons* 
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^* It only served to suggest a division of the sun's 
*' course into 12 portions. In most nations, of 
which any ancient records and traditions are pre- 
served, we find, that this division of the year and 
'* the signs of the zodiac by which it was marked 
'* were known from remote ages. The discovery 
** is claimed by several different nations, a circum- 
** stance v^hich generally attends those inventions 
^* which were . derived from the common parents of 
**.the nations. The history of the deluge is under- 
** stood to be recorded in the names and delinea- 
^* tibns of some of the constellations. It is not 
^* iniprobaWe, that the Noachida; assigned to them 
^' new names and representations, in order to coii^- 
^^^iniemorate this ijwful event in thfe volume of the 
'^* heavens, which would be open to their posterity 
** irx every region of the earthi' Biit with no post* 
*^ (ijluviant^ation can astronortiical studies have ori- 
'^ ginated, Astronomical ©b^fervations had • been 

'^^ preserved at Babylon for somewhat-more than 19 
'** centiwries before the conquest of that city by Alex- 
" gilder. They had thefrefore commenced from the 
'^ very time, when, agreeably to our chronology, the 
** soils of men first began to dwell in the land of 

« Before their removal • int^J^ the!?' <^oaAtry, they 
f^ could have had no observations calculated for 
ff the latitude Qf JJabyloa; aadtbdr date from this 
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^ very era absolutely proves that the science was 
" not the discovei'y of the inhabitants, but that they 
•*' brought it with them from their former residence 
" amongst the mountains of Ararat, where the ante- 
" diluvian astronomy had already been adjusted to 
*^ the circumstances of time and place. An inves- 
*' tigation and discovery of the principles of the 
*' science nfinst necessarily Have preceded a- series 
*' of just observations • 

" The antiquity of this stutly may be inferred 
*^ from the book of Job, M>hei^e several stars and 
" constclIatioiTS are mentioned,' ift cdmiection with 
*' observations ujion the stiasong, and as parts of thi 
*^ works of God which had * bfecn- pointed 'o'ut hf 
^^ the searclT^of the grear fethter*\ofltk Mm4ii 

'* The Mosaical years froirt tHe creation cannot, 
^^ oiie with ahbfHer; ha^e MVeii miich short oY'sofar 
^' reVoliTtions, w^feic^ were evidently the tAe^sure df 
^* calculation in'' the time of 'Noah : for the' age of 
^'this patrfarcli father excfeedfe an' avierage of the 
^t ages of his prbgenito^s. '' ' j 
" ^' From* their comition aticestors tlien the several 
^ nations mav have derived the rudiments of astro- 
"♦ nomy and a prett/ exact knovirledge of the annual 
^* period. Different societies may, for the regular 
*^ tion of festivals and for various purposes, have 
** ^n)pl«ye4 lunar calculations, and reckoned by 
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" the age of a moon which appeared after a certain 
equinox or solstice, or after the rising of a certain 
star; but such calculations were adjusted by cy- 
•* cles so as not materially to affect the trutii of 
" chronology. If we find a people acquainted only 
** with lunar months or only with years bi 36(X 
'^ days> that people must have fallen, at some pe« 
" riod, into a state of rudeness far below the stand- 
** ard of the primitive ages *." , 

IV. From what has been said, we may, I think, 
conclude, that the Jews before and after the time 
of Moses used the- Chaldean year of 12 equal 
mouths of 30 days each with 5 supernumerary days 
added to the end of it, and that they continued thi» 
aboriginal practice; most probably . until they fell 
under the dominion of the Greek princes. Such an 
usage will account for. the silence of Scripture rela- 
tive to intercalation ; and would, at the same tim^ 
preserve the great feasts iixed to the spring ancl the 
autumn, by occasionally inserting,, as w^ are wont to 
dov an additional leaprday. After the power of the 
Creeks became paramount in Asia, they seen) to 
have adopted from them the lunar year. This ne- 
cessarily introduced the ipeonvenient system of 
monthly intercalation^ and thus accounts for the ap«> 

• Celtic Researches, p. 23—29,. 
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pearaoce of the Eabbioical Fe-Adar, whiqh is un<< 
known in Scripture *. 

1. But, as 1 have before observed, whatever might 
be the length of a pm^tiQular year among the more 
ancient Jews, this at least is absolute^ certain: 
since the nionths Abib Bxid^Tisri were fixed by the, 
JLevitical ordinances to th^ spring and the autUmn^ 
they plainly could notfhave circulated through* th^ 
year (as Mr. Marshall s hypothesis necessarily rer 
quires) : but, if the Jews had used lunar months of 
amf description without either the addition of su^ 
pernumerary days or an intercalation of some kind| 
the months Abib and Ttsri must have circulated ; 
we know however, that they did not circulate: 

* The idea of Petavins: is similar to this, though he thinks 
it probable that the Israelites paid some attention to the coursa 
«f tbis moon tvea before the time of the Seleucidse. Selden 
justly observes, that the Jewish year, when regulated by the 
Ve^Adatf wait neither lunar nor solar; but that it perpetually 
fluctuated in length, ia consequence of the attempts to actual 
the course of the moon to that of the sun ; and he mentioiia % 
Hebrew tradition, that the children of issachar were partial* 
lady skilful in such computalfqns, insomuch that they were 
llguratively said to have ascended up to the firmament and to 
kave brought it down with them fbr the use of man. But both 
these authors agree, that the length of any number of Jewish 
years was virtually equal to the length of the same number of 
solar years. See Petav. Ratiotiar. Temp. par. ii. 1. i. c» 6» 
and Stld^. de anno civili vet. Jud. ipas$im, but especially 

C. 1. 
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therefore the Jewish years must, either by the yearly 
addition of supernumerary days or an occasional 
intercalation of a mbntb, that is to say either §ingly 
or collecthelt/, have been equal to solar years *• 

2. If this be proved, we must unavoidably con- 
clude, that the years oithe seventy weeks^ are either 
solar years, or collectively equal to solar years. 
Which of the two ithey are, is perfectly immaterial 
in a discussion of the prophecy, for the sum total 
will in each case be the same : but, when we con- 
sider that the more ancient Jews seetn to. have used 
the Egyptian year (as may be inferred from the si- 

♦ Mr, Marshall does not pretend to deny, that ih the days 
of Daniel the year of 365 days was used, and likewise that the 
theory of intercalation was known: but he wishes to coniSne 
th^ use oif such a year to the learned^ aild maintains that the 
only year then COMMONLY known in any part of the world 
was the year of 360 days uncorrected by.any intercalatious 
whatever (Treatise on the seveuty weeks. p..233.)« The erro- 
neousness of thi^ opinion is sufiiciently) shewn by what has beeii 
Caid respecting the great festivals of the Jews. They- were cer- 
tainly observied IK COMMON by the wAok nation, not by th6^ 
kamtd of it only. But they plainly could not have been ob<f 
served at their appointed seasons of the natural year, spring 
, and autumq, an4. at the same time in th^ fir^t and seveutk 
months of the Jewish calendar year, by aa unintercalated series 
of such years as Mr, Marshall would persuade us were al<mc 
known tp the common people. Therefore in D^uiel's time 
aiiQth«r mod^ of reckoning mu&t have been ixi CQM]4pi^ nsej as 
well as known to the learned^ 
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lence of Scripture with respect to intercalation^ 
and when we further consider that this year was 
undoubtedly used at Babylon when Daniel wrote 

* 

(as appears from the chronology of the era of Na- 
bonassar), we have every reason to conclude that 
the years of the seventy weeks are solar years. Nor 
is this all : by a parity of argument we must like-, 
wise conclude, that the 1260 years and the years 
of every numerical prophecy are either individuQlly 
solar years, or collectively solar years. 

3. The importance of the preceding discussion in 
an inquiry like the present is manifest. If the 
years of the seventy weeks are to be estimated as 
equivalent to solar years, which I think has been 
proved with as much evidence as matters of this 
nature are capable of, no interpretation of the pro- 
phecy, which is founded on the system of lunar or 
abbreviated years of* either description,^ can be deem- 
ed admissible. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Concerning the chro^iology of the decrees enacted by 
the kings of Persia for the rebuilding of the 
temple and city of Jerusalem and for the resto^ 
ration of the civil and ecclesiastical polity of 
Judah. 

X HE next point to be considered is the chrono^ 
logy of the different decrees enacted by the kings of 
Persia for the rebuilding of the city and temple of 
Jerusale^l and for the restoration of tlie civil and 
eccle3iastical polity of Judah ; because from one of 
these we are directed to compute the seventy 
weeks. 

I. It has generally been said, that four decrees 

for these several purposes were enacted : the first, 

by Cyrus in the first year of his reign *j the second, 

^ $A ^y -P^^^^^ about the third or fourth year of his 

reign t; the third, by Artaxerxes in the seventh year 

of 

♦ Ezra i. 1--4. 

f Ezra vi. 1 — 12. Ezra does not positively say in what 
year of Darius this decree was enacted : he only tells us, that 

the 
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of his reign*; and the fourth, by the same Artax- 
erxes in the twentieth year of his reign f . I am un- 
able however to discover more than three. Cyrus, 
Darius, and Artaxerxes in the seventh year of his 
reign, are expressly said each to have enacted a de^ 
creeX; and their several decrees ^x^ formerly re-- 
cited in the regular shape of legal imtruments : but 
no mention is made of any decree having been 
enacted by Artaxerxes in the twentieth year of his 
reign. The whole that appears to have then passed 
b6tweeen the king and Nehemiah was this — Nehe- 
miah, grieved to find the business of rebuilding the 
city proceecj so slowly, notwithstanding the edicts 
of Cyi'us and Darius, requests permission 6f the 
king to go to Jerusalem, in order that he rnay su- 
perintend and expedite the work. The king in- 

the work of the house of God ceased unto the second year of 
his reign (Ezraiv. 24). The Jews then resuming the work, 
Tatnai, Shethar-Boznai, and the Aphs|rsachi|es, wrote to the 
king to learn whether any edict of Cyrus gave them authority 
to do so. Darius, having ascertained the existence of such a 
decree, confirmed it by a new one of his own. It may how- 
ever be collected from Haggiti i. 1, 15.ii.^], 10. and Ze^har. 
i. 1, 7. vii. 1. viii. 2, 3, that the edict of Darius was enacted 
in the third year of his reign, and brought to Jerusalem at the 
beginning of the fourth year. See Prideaux's Connect. Part i. 

b. iii. p. 187—191- 

♦ Ezra vii. 11 — 2f». t Nehem. ii. 1— 9- 

J Ezj;a i. 1. v. 13, 17 — Ezra vi. 1 — Ezra vii. 13, 21. 
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quires how long he wishes to be absent. Nehe- 
luiah fixes the time* The king gives bis consent. 
^Nehenaiah desires to have passports to the gover- 
nors beyond the river, and an order upon Asaph 
the keeper of the royal forests for the requisite 
quantity of timber. The king assents to all his 
washes; and Nehemiah forthwith proceeds to Jeru- 
salem — Throughout the whole of this transaction 
no mention is made of any new decree being enact- - 
ed ; the king seems merely to .grant permission to 
Keheraiahto put the /i^n/ze/* edicts more eflfectually 
in force, nor does Nehemiah request any thing else 
of the Persian sovereign. But let the history speak 
for itself. 

" And it came to pass in the month Nisan, in 
" the twentieth year of Artaxerxes the king^ tliat 
" wine was before him : and I took up the wine^ 
** and gave it unto the king. Now I had not beea 
" before time sad. in his presence. Wlierefore the 
*' king said unto me, Why is thy countenance sad, 
" seeing thou art hot sick? This is nothrncr else 
'^ but sorrow of heprt. Then I was very sore 
" afraid, and said unto the king, Let the king live. 
" for ever: why should not my countenance be 
*' sad, when the city the place of my fathers' sepul- 
" chres lieth waste, and the gates thereof are con- 
" sumed with fire? Then the king said unto me^ 
*' For what dost thou make request ? So I prayed 

" ti> 
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^' to the God of heaven* . ,And I said utito the kiiog, 
If it please the king, and if thy servant have 
found«favoiir in thy sight, that thou wouldest $end 
me unto Jadah, unto the. city of my fathers' se- 
pulchres, that I may build it. And the king said 
** unto me, the queen also setting by him, For how 
" long shall thy journey be ? and when wilt thou 
" returti ? So it pleased th?; king to send me, ancj 
*VI set him a time. Moreover, I said unto the 
" king, If it please the king, let letters be given me 
" to the governors beyond the river, that they may 
" convey me over till I come into Judah ; and a 
" letter unto Asaph the deeper of the king's forest, 
" that he may give nfte. timber tQ ijaake beaifts. for 
" the gates of the palace .which appertained to thd 
^' house, and for the wall of thjB city, and for the 
*^ house that I shall enter into. And the king 
*' gi-anted me, according to the good hand of my 
" God upon me. Then I came to the governors 
'^ beyond the river, and gave them the king'a 
*' letters*." 

In all this accoQnt I can pcfceive nothing like 
the enacting of any decree ; nor is thefe the least 
hint given elsewhere that a decree was then enact- 
ed : it is merely said, what exactly quadrates with 
the account itself, that Nehemiah wa$ appointed, 

♦ Nehern. ii, 1— p. 

^ . • G ' governor 



gbvenior of Judaic ii» the^ twentieth year of the kingi, 
c^nd that he continued in office until his thirty se- 
eond year^, when he refcurned to Artaxerxes to Ba^ 
bylonf. Hence I cannot refrain from thinkings 
tfiet the bare commssian gjwsited by the king ta 
Nehemiah has very improperly been ei»teemed a 
fourth edict; and consequently that we are scarcely 
warranted) by the tenns c^ the prophecy^ m com- 
puting the s&oenty wteks^ ioom the twentieth year oi 
Artaxerxes. If then there be any weight in w^aC 
kas been her^ advanced^ jx^ more than th^€e de^- 
erees in favour of the Jews weie enacted by the 
kings of Persia, from one or other of which the pe* 
viod in questk>n must be reckoned^ I proceed to 
Consider their chronology. 

IL Respectmg the daie of tiie first decree there 
& not much- disp^e %> ^^^ chronologers agree m 
placing the first year of Cyrus in the year 4 1 78 of 
&e Julian period aikl in the year 5S6 before the^ 
Ghristitti era^ 

♦ Nehem«. n 14» t Nehcra^xiii. 6\ 

%. I may akoost venture tosay no dispute witb respect to t&/^ 
ycar.^ Mr. Lancaster does indeed throw back the scriptural* 
first year of Cyrus two years, and makes it coincide with, the 
•oriptucai first year o£ Darius the Mede, instead of being mc* 
ceMioeto^iilr: but for this opinioh he has not much warrant;. 
Bt will be dkcufised hereafter. The year itself is sufficiently 
determined ; but the precise time of- th« year is not positively; 
decloied ia Seripturer 

UL But^ 
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III. Bixty respecting the second decree, there li 
a question whether it nvas enacted by Daiius Uys^ 
taspis, or Darius Nothus ; that is to say, whether 
it was enacted in the year 4195 Of the Julian pe^ 
riod and in the year $19 before the Christian era, 
€»* in the yeai' 4293 of the Julian period and in the 
year 42 1 before the Christian era* Th6 latter opi« 
nioQ is maintained by Scaliger and Mede^. Its 
untenableness will be manifesit from the following 
considerations. 

1 . According to profane history, there were three 
sovereigns of the Medo-Persian empire before Da* 
rius Hystaspis; lianiely Cyrus, Cambyses, and 
Smerdis the Magian' impostor: and^ according to 
Ezra, there were likewise tkrzt sovereigns of the 
Medo-Persian empire before that Darius who 
enacted a decree in &vour of the Jews ; namely 
Cyrus, Ahasuerus, and Artaxerxes f. It appears 
therefore from profane history, that a prince called 
Darius was the Jburfh Medo-Pfersian sovereign : 
and it also appears from Ezra, that a prince called 
' Darius was the fourth Medo-Persian sovereign. 
Hence thefe is the very str9ngest presumption, that 
these two princes, each described as liie Jburik 

4 

* Scaiig. de Emend, temp. 1. vi.— Mede's Treatise on Da^ 
niers Weeks. Works, p. 697. 
t Ea» i. 1— iv. 1— iv. 7, 11, 24. 
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Medo-Persian sovereiga and each defnGmiiiated Da* 
riuSf are one and the same person; and conse- 
quently that the Darius Hysiaspis of profane his- 
tory is that Darius, wIk), according to £zra^ enact- 
ed a decree in fiivour of tlic Jewsw 

2. Nor is this the only reason. Joshoa the high- 
priest, and Zierubbabel .the goteraor, were the per- 
sons who were sent to Jerusalem M'ith the original 
decree of Cyrus*: and they were likewise the per-^ 
sons who carried into execution the edict of Da- 
rin? f. But, between the first year of Cyrus and 
the third year of Darius Natbus,. there is a period 
of 1 15 years. Now, when the decree of Cyrus m as 
exacted, Joshua must have been at the least 40 
years of age, because he had son^ engaged ii> the 
work of the teniple, the youngest of whom was up- 
wards of 20 years oldif; ahd we cannot suppose 
' Zerubbabel to have been much younger, because 
an inexperienced boy would scarcely have been ap- 
pointed governor. Such being the case, if we adopt 
the opinion of Scaliger and Mede, that the' DarJus 
who enacted the decree was Darius Nothus, we 
shall make Joshua and Zerubbabel at the era of the 
second decree to have been, upon the most mo- 

• Ezra ii. 2. iii. 8. 

t Ezra V. 2, 5, 6. vi. 1 — Haggai i. 1— Zcchar. i. 1* iii. 1. 
iv. 6, 7, 9. 

J E^ia iii. S, 9» 
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.derate calculaticm, little less than 160 years of 
age. 

Thi3 chronological objection Scaliger attempts to 
remove by urging, that there have been iostances, 
even in eur own days, of equal longevity — In- 
stances, it is true, of remarkable longevity hm)€ oc- 
curred; but they have been solitary instances: 
whereas, if Darius Nothus be the Darius in ques- 
tion, there must liave been, at the time when his 
edict was put into execution, not a single individual 
merely, but several persons even of a yet greater 
age than the supposed age of Joshua and Zerub* 
babel. In the second year of the Darius who 
enacted the decree, Haggai is directed by the Lord 
to inquire of the assembled residue of the people, 
" Who is left among you that saw this house in its 
^^ first glory ? and how do ye see it now ? Is it 
'^ not in your eyes in comparison of it as nothing*?** 
Now the first house was destroyed by Nebuchad- 
nezzar in the year A, C. 588, and the second year 
of Darius JNothus synchronizes with the year A* C. 
422 ; consequently, between the destruction of th6 
first temple and the second year of Darius Nothus, 
there is a period of 166 years. But the very ear- 
liest that we can suppose a person to be a compe- 
tent judge of the comparative magnificence of twa 

• Haggai ii. 3^ 
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buMngs is the age of 1 years : and even tliis sup« 
position, which is plainly far too low a one, would 
make every person, who had viewed with the eye 
0f observation the fir$t temple, no less than 175 
years old in the sjscond year of Darius Notbus» 
Granting then the possibility that Joshua and Ze« 

^ rubbabel might have attained to jtbe advanced age 
which the hypothesis of Scaliger and Mede requires^ 
it is surely incredible that there should be mamf 
among the riesidue of the people nearly ISO yeara 
old, to whom Haggai could appeal respecting the 
comparative magnificence of the two temples. But 

. this we shall be obliged to suppose, if we adopt the 
scheme of Scaliger and Mede and attribute the 
enacting of the second decree to Darius Nothua in^ 
stead of Darius Hystaspis, 

Scaliger does indeed attempt to obviate this diffi* 
culty also, by explaining the words in Haggai inter- 
jectionally, Qbt if any of you bad seen the glory 
cf^ th^ first house ! whence it would appear, tha^ 
«o far from there being many who had seen the ^t 
house, there were nm^ tbett alive — But the originai 
viU not bear such a translation. The literal ver* 
sion of it is, Who amongst you is left^ that hath 
§tm this house in its first glory f And what dQ ye 
»9 it nom f Is it not in comparison of th^H qs iuh 
thing in your eyesf Here an appeal is plainly 
made to persons who bad seen both bouses ; others 

wise 
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"^me It would hwe been iTnpossi{]ie for 'them to 
make that compariaoA between the two which they 
«re called upon to make* 

3. There is yet another argument of ^ numericdl 
nature with which we are furnished by Zechariah. 
He teils us, that in the second year of the Darius^ 
Vfho was contemporary with himself and Joshua 
iand Zerubbabd, and who consequently was the 
person ithat enacted the decree, God had had indig* 
fiation against Jerusalem and the cities of Judah 
70 years*. He moreover tells us, that in the 
fourth year of this same Darius the people iiad ol> 
served the fasts of the .fifth and seventh months 70 
years f. Now it is know n^ that the fast of the fifth 
«nonth was instituted on account ^ the final de«. 
Auction of the city and temple by Nebuchadnezzar 
in the fifth Jewish naonth of the year A. C. 588; 
«nd the ft^t of the seventh month, on account of 
(he murder ^f Gedaliah and the utter desolation ^ 
the land in the seventh month of the same year* It 
is likewise known, that the final siege of Jerusalem 
i^y Nebuchadnezzar, which terminated wkh the de- 
struction of the city and temple, commenced intbt 
year A* C, 5^0. If then we compute 70 years firox9 
^e year A.C, 590^ we shall be brought to the j^ar 

^ Zech. i. 12^ Compare 2echar, i. 1. iii« ;i. -it* 6* Esra Vt 
1, 2,5. XL 1. 
' if- Zcch. iii« 1, ^, S. 
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A. C, 520, which synchronizes with the second year 
of Darius HystaSpis : and, if we compute 70 years 
also from the year A. C. 588, we shall be brought 
to the year A. C. 518, which synchronizes with the 
fourth year of Darius Hystaspis *• These two pe- 
riods therefore of 70 years each are plainly the two 
periods spoken of by Zecliariah as terminating in 
the second midjotirth years of a prince named Da- 
rius: because they commence, the one wth the 
siege of Jerusalem, and the other with the destruc- 
tion of tlie temple and the complete desolation of 
the land, on account of which it is known that the 
two fasts were instituted. And, since they termi- 
nate in the second and fourth years of Darius Hys- 
taspiSy that Darius must necessarily be the Darius 
tSpoken of by Zechariah, and consequently the Z)«- 
rius who enacted the decree-^As the exact corres- 
pondence of the two periods with the second and 
fourth years of Darius Hystaspis proves that that 
prince must be the Darius in question, so their 
complete want of correspondence with the second 
and fourth years of Darius Nothus no less effectu- 
ally proves that he cannot be the Darius of Zecha- 
riah. From the commencement of the last siege of 
'Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar in the year A. C, 
^90 to the second year of Darius Nothus, which 

f See tbe chronological tables in tlic Appendix. 

^ synchronizes 
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synchronizes vt ith the year A. C. 422, there are 168 
years ; and, from the destruction of Jerusalem by 
Nebuchadnezzar in the year A. C. -588 to the fourth 
year of Darius Nothiis, which synchronizes with 
the year A. C. 420, there are likewise 168 years: 
whereas, had he been the Darius mentioned hj 
Zechaxiah, there ought in both cases to have beea 
no more than 70 years. Hence it is plain, that the 
Darius who ena.cted the second decree must have 
been Darius Hystaspis, and not Darius Nothus. 

Of this second chronological objection to his hy* 
pothesis Scaliger is aware. He attempts therefore 
to get rid of it (in part at least) by asserting, that 
the fasts in the fifth and seventh months must have 
been formally appointed by an act of the Jewish 
church : but that there, could be no convention of 
that church until after the restoration from Baby- 
ion : therefore that the 70 years, during which the 
fasts had been kept in the fourth year of Zechariah's 
DariuSy must not be computed from the actual oc* 
currence of the events which they commemorated 
^— This is plainly a mere attempt to elude the diffi- 
culty. There is no reason to suppose, that the ec- 
clesiastical polity of the Jews was so entirely dis- 
solved during the Babylonian captivity, that fasts 
could not be immediately appointed in remembrance 
of the calamities then fresh in their minds. Indeed 
the very, circumstance of their appointment is de- 
tailed 
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tailed ia the first chapter of the apocryphal booli of 
Baruch : and, although this book be not canonical, 
the writer of it^ whoever he was, must, to keep up 
the probability o£ his narrative, have ascribed to tbe 
fasts tiaat<»rigin which was geaerally believed amcmg 
the Jews* it may be added, that the observance of 
such an ordinance seems to be hinted at in the 1 37th 
Psalm, which might perhaps have been composed 
for the occasion* But, even ^supposing that there 
could be no formal meeting of the Jewish church 
during the captivity, surely k is more likely that the 
leading men should solemnly recommend the ob* 
servance of annual fasts from the time of the events 
commemorated by them, than that such fasts should 
not be appointed until maay years afterwards. And, 
when to this abstract probability is added the actual 
circumstance that 70 years computed from the oc*» 
currence of the evrats expire precisely in the fourth 
year of a prince named Daj^iuSy the result seems to 
be little less than absolute certainty, that the fasts 
were observed from the occufreuce of the events, 
and consequently that tiie Darius spoken^ of must 
have been Darius Hy$taspis. To suppose other^ 
9vise is in fact to suppose, that t|3e fasts were not 
instituted until 98 years after the occurrence of the 
events which they commemorated, and until 4$ 
years after tlie restoration of the Jews in the first 
year of Cyrus; during any one of which 46 years 

they 
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they might, even according to Scaliger himself, have 
been regularly appointed by a convention of the 
church — But, if Scaliger had been more successful 
than he has been in repelling the present objection^ 
anotlier would still remain behind. In the second 
year of this same Darius, whoever he was, God is 
said to have had indignation against Jerusalem 70 
years. Now, if this Darius be Darius Hystaspis, 
we immediately perceive the reason of the declara- 
tion ; for exactly 70 years before his second year 
the final siege of Jerusalem commenced. But, if he 
be Darius Nothus, it will be impossible to discover 
why God should be said to have had indignation 
against Jerusalem 70 years, neither more nor less, 
reckoned backward from his second year. 

4. The point may be still further proved by a 
fourth argument. Ezra, subsequent to his detailing 
the history of the decree enacted by Darius, tells 
us, that " after these things" he was sent to Jeru*- 
salem to execute a new decree enacted in the se« 
venth year of Artaxerxes *. Let Darius then be 
yifho he may, this Artaxerxes must plainly be his 
mccessory because his decree was enacted after the 
decree of Darius. ' If therefore Darius Nothus be 
the Darius intended by Ezra, the Artaxerxes whon^ 
be x^eqtions, being a successor of this Darius^ must 

• JE^ra vii. 1, 8« 

have 
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have been Artaxerxes Mnemon *. Sach a suppo* 
fiition however is utterly irreconcileable with chro* 
nology, as will sufficiently appear from the following 
statement 

Whoever the Artaxerxes may be that is men- 
tioned by Ezra as enacting the third decree, he 
must be that Artaxerxes who was contemporary 
with Eliashib the high-priest of the Jews, because 
EUashib was high-priest when Nehemiah came to 
Jerusalem in the twentieth year of this same Ar^ 
taxtrxes^. Now, according to the number of years 
which the Chronicon Alexandrinum ascribes to each 
high-priest, Eliashib could not have been contem- 
porary with Artaxerxes Mnemon^ but must have 
been contemporary with Artaxerxes Longhnanus^ 
The high-priesthood of Joshua commenced with the 
first year of Cyrus and the year 4 178 of the Julian 
period, and lasted 53 years : that of his son Joiakim 
lasted 30 years ; and that of his grandson Eliashib, 
the high-priest in question, 40 years. Hence it h 

* Darins Nothus had two successors of the name of Artax* 
erxtfy, Artaxerxes Mnemojif aiid Artaxerxes Ochus, The. latter 
of these however could not be the Artaxerxes of Ezra and Ne- 
lemiah, because mention is made of the 32d year of their Ar^ 
iaxerxes (Neiiem. xiii. 6.), whereas Ochus reigned no more than 
21 years. Consequently, if the Darius of Ezra be Darius N(h* 
thus, his Artaxerxes must be Artaxerxes Mnemon. 

-f Nehcm. ii. 1. iii. 1« 

evident^ 
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evident^ that Joiakim mast have died 82 years after 
the first year oi Cyrus : that is to say, he must hav^ 
died in the year 4260 of the JuKan period, which 
coincides with the eleventh year of Artaxerxes Lon." 
gimanus. At this time therefore Eltashib must 
have succeeded him. Consequently, the Artax^ 
€rxeSy with whom Eliasjiib was contemporary, must 
have been Artaxerxes Longimanus. It is also evi- 
dent, that Eliashib must have died 122 years after 
the first year of Cyrus : that is to say, he must have 
died in the year 4300 of the Julian period, which 
coincides with the tenth year of Darius Nothta, 
But Darius Nothus was the predecessor of Arfar^ 
erxes Mnemon. Therefore the -^r/a.rerjre;?,'-with 
whom Eliashib was contemporary, eowld not bavi 
been Artaxerxes Mne^non; inasmuch as Eliashib 
died in the tenth year of Darius Nothus^' befoi« 
Artaxerxes Mnemon came to the throae *• 



• See the chronological tables in the Appendix* TheClwro* 
nicon Alexandrinum is followed by Dr. Prideaux as.the^est 
guide in ascertaining the lengths of the high-priesthoods after 
the Babylonian captivity. That Eliashib was th« son of Joia->- 
kim, and Joiakim the son of Joshua, appears from Nehem. xiu 
10. Independent indeed of the Chrbnicon Alexai»driiiuni, the 
error of Scaligpr is manifest from this consideration* If Elia- 
shib was high-priest in the 20th year of Artaxtrxea Mgmnmtf 
which he must have been if the Darius who enacited ihe decree 
was Darius Nothus, the three successive high-piiesthoodft of a 

^ lather. 
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Thus it appears, that the AirtaJterjtes, with whom 
Eliashib was contemporary, must have been Artcuc^ 
trxes Longimanus. But the contemporary of Elia- 
shib was the Artaxerxes who enacted the third de- 
cree. Thenefore the Artaxerxes who enacted' the 
third decree, must have been Artaxerxes Longima^ 
nus. This being the case, since the decree of -D^r- 
rhis was enacted previous to the decree of Artax^ 
trxes LongimanuSy the Darius who enacted it must 
have been a predec6ssor of that sovereign. There- 
fore he could not be Darius NotkuSj who was the 
successor of Artaxerxes Longimanus. But, if he 
were not Darius Nothus^ he must have been Da* 
tius Ifystaspis ; because there was no other Da7ius ' 
between Cyrus and Artaxerxes Longimanus. 

The general result then of the whole is, that^ 
since Ezra's Darius is Darius Hystaspis^ and since 
the decree in favour of the Jews was enacted in the 
third year of this Darius^ if must have been enacted 
in the Julian year 4195, and in the year 519 before 
the Christian era. 

IV. Respecting the propriety of the chronologi- 
cal arrangement here maintained, Fetavius, Usher, 

fother, a son, und a grandson, must jointly have extended to 
the incredible length of more than a century and a hal£ For 
the first year of Joshua coincides with the first year of Cyrus, 
or the Julian year 417S ; and the 20th year of Artaxerxes , 
Mntmon coincides with the Julian year 4329* 

9 and 
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mid Prideaiix, are stll agreed in opposition to Sca*» 
Uger : but there has been a difference of opinion in 
settling the tirue epoch of the fir&t year, and conse* 
quently of the sevenlh and twentieth years, of Artax* 
erxes Longimanus, vfho was contemporary with 
Ezra and Nebemiab. That his father Xerxe» be« 
gan to reign in the year 4£29 of the JvMan period^ 
and in the year A. C. 485, and that hi& own rei^ 
expired in the yem* 4£89 or 4£90 of flie Julian! pe«i 
riod^ ami in the year A. C. 4S5 or 494, aceordk^ 
as the nine moirths during which his ^ Xerxes 
and Sogdianu& reigned after himare excluded or in* 
eluded''^, is umversally acknowledged f : the oi^y 
questiofi is, when the rdgn of Artaxerxes is to be 
considered a& beginning. Petavius and Usher make 
bis first year commence m the year 4240 of &e Ju« 
Uan perio(j^ and in the year A. C» 474, but with this 
^Kfiferenee : Usher makea it comment so far on m 
the year, that the Nisan of his first year falls out ia 
the Julian yesur 4241, and ia the year A. C. 473 ; 

* In estimating the length of the refgns-of Xerxes and Ar- 
tsxerxcs, the year of the Julian period 4229 and the year 428^ 
or 4290 are to be reckoned inclusive, to make up the sum totaK 
of their reigns 6 1 years or 62 yeass, according as the reign of 
Artftxerxes is reputed to extend to the year 4SS9 or to the year 

4290. 

t Mr, Lancaster indeed objects; but, with how little rea^ 
iKm, will bt shewn heyeafter* 

whereas: 
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whereas, according to Petavius, it falls out in the 
preceding yean This difFerertce, of course, runs 
tlirough the whole of his reign : consequently the 
Nisan in his twentieth year, from which they alike 
compute the seventy weeks, is the Nisan in the Ju- 
Kan year 4259 and in the year A. C. 455, according 
to Petavius; whereas, according to Usher, it is the 
Nisan in the Julian year 4260 and in the year A.C* 
454 *• But Dr. Prideaux, adhering to the canon 
©f Ptolemy, makes his first year coincide with the 
Julian year 4250 and the year A. C. 464, so that 
the Nisan of that year falls out in the first year of 
his reign : consequently, according to this reckon- 
ing, the Nisan in his twentieth year will be the 
Nisan of the Julian year 4269 and of the year A. C^ 
445 ; and the Nisan in his seventh year will be tl^e 
Nisan of the Julian year 4256 and of the year A, C* 
458. In shorty the two first of these computations 

* Petav. Rationar. Temp, par.ii. lib. iii. c. 10. p. 123^^125 
— Usser. Aniial. in A. P. J. 4240, 4259, 4260. Dr. Prideaux 
is right in saying, that both Petavius and Usher compute the 
secenty tceeks from the Nisan in the twentieth year^ of Artax- 
erxes: but, as far as I can understand those two chrouologers, 
he is mistaken in asserting, that they equally reckon from the 
Julian year 4260, and of course from the Nisan in that year* 
Vsher does indeed compute from the Nisan of that year; but 
Fetavius computes from the Nisan of the preceding year:, cort* 
scquently they differ a year in the era of our Lord's crucifixion* 
bee Pfideaux's Connect, part i. b. v. p. 2^4, ^2^5. 

place 
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place the seventh year and the twentieth year of 
Artaxerxes each from nihe to ten years frirther back 
than the third does. 

1. Though Petavius agrees with Usher in reckon- 
ing the seventy weeks from the Nisan of the twen- 
tieth year of Artaxerxes^ ai^ though he nearly 
agrees with him in his chronological arrangement 
of the first year of that prince, they do not adopt 
such an arrangement precisely on the same grounds. 
Petavius places the death of Xerxes in the same 
year with Dr. Prideaux ; but supposes, that about 
ten years previous to his death he admitted Artax- 
erxes into a share of the government, and that from 
this admission all the years of the latter prince's 
reign (and therefore among them his twentieth year) 
are to be computed. He builds his hypothesis 
chiefly upon the authority of Thucydides ; who tells 
us, that Themis tocles, when he' fled into Persia, ad- 
dressed himself to Artaxerxes, then in the beginning 
of his reign*. But we are informed by Diodorus 
Siculus, that Themistocles fled into Persia in the 
second year of the 77th Olympiad, several years 
hefore the death of Xerses f, Petavjius therefor^ 

in 

t l>iodorut asserts, that Xerxes reigned %i years, hereia 
^agreeing with the canon of Ptolemy ; but he likewise asserts, 
'tfiftt Thtmistoclet fled into Persia in the second year of the 

H 77ti 
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in order t6 feconcfle these two authors^ conjectures^^ 
that Arta5ter5tes must hatne been admitted into at 
share of the government several years before th^ 
death of his father : and the number of these years 
he determines to be ten ; which armngement ena- 
bles him to reckon the seventy weeks from the twen- 
tieth year of Artaxerxes, supposing that year to b^ 
computed from his admission into a copartnership 
of the empire. Hie conjecture itself he grounds 
on the practice of the Persian kings to name their 
successors previous to theif taking the field in any 
war of importance : and the (>artfcular wat, previous 
to which Artaxerxes was So named, he supposes to 
be that against the Greeks, which Xerxes renewed 
after the death of Pausanias. 

Ag£unst this hypothesis more than one objection 
may be urged — 1. There is nothing in history to 
warrant the conjecture which is necessary to it 
Herodotus does indeed tell us, that, when a dis« 
puted succession was apprehended, the king of 
Persia was wont to name his successor : but the 
mere naming of a successor h a very different thing 
from the associating of a colleague into a copartner* 
ihip of empire* From the latter the years of a 
prinee . jnight be reckoned ; from the former it is 



77th Olynfjud : tkerefore he iifecessftrily briofs Ilim to lk|^ 
fiijdian cturt several years h^rt tbe death of Xerxes. 

mppssiklct 
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impossibk that they should* — 2. The seventh year 
of this same AitaiCerxes is mentioned by Eira, the 
immediate predecessor of Neheraiah who mentions 
hid twentieth year: therefore, if the one year be 
tomptrted from his supposed nomination as succes>- 
«of^ the other must be similarly computed : in which 
case, if he were so nominated ten years before the 
death of his father, his seventh year must plainly 
Coincide with that preceding his father^s antepenul** 
timate year. But the language used by Ezra in hi3 
account of the decree Enacted in the seventh yeat 
of Artaxerxes, decidedly proves him to have been 
then reigning alone f. Therefore, if the father were 
dead in tiie seventh year of the son, and if this se- 
venth year were reckoned from fte son^s association 
into the government, the son could not have been 
so associated ten years before the death of the fii*^ 
ther— S. Thucydides, in the passage whence thd 

* Petavius wishes indeed to blend the two ideas together, tt 
if the noilttHated succesior must therefore be a coUettgue in em^ 
pire: but Herodotus, to whom he refers, so far from corrobo* 
rating his opinion^ direcdy contradicts it. He telb us, Aat 
Xerxes was nommeted tie successor of Darius hrfore the death 
of Aat priace, but that he did Qot ascend tie tirane until after 
it (See Herod. 1. vii. c« 2, S, 4, 5.)* Yet, on the authority of 
this account, Petavius would make Artaxerxes to have been 
the coUeague, of Xerxes, and to have even borne the title of king 
in his lather's life^ne. 

t 6e* tht whole of Earn vii. 

ji 8 #|nnioii 
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opinidn of Petavius is deduced, evidently speaks of 
Artaxerxes as having recently come to the throne 
after the death of his father^ not during his life-' 
time: consequently, this arrangement both contra- 
dicts Thucydides, and fails of reconciling him with 
Diodoros^ because according to the latter historian 
Themistocles caine to the Persian court during th^ 
life of Xerxes — 4. Artaxerxes^ as we are informed 
by Jtistin and Diodorus, was only a hoy at thQ 
4eatb ;of his father, which (according to Petavius) 
occurred about seven years after his reception of 
Themistocles; for Thucydides asserts that he re- 
ceived him in the beginning of his reign, and Peta«» 
vius xnakes hi^ reign commence about three years 
before tbe reception of his Athenian guest; Hence, 
if he were oply a boy when his father died, be must 
have been little more than an infant seven years 
^ previous to that event : consequently, he must at 
tiiat time have been incapable of receiving any ad- 
dress from Themistocles *. • 

jS!. Abp; 

* Abp, Usher objects to the account* which makes Artaxt 
' erxes a bop at the death of his father ; because he is said by 
Justin to have stabbed Artabanus oniy seven inoaths after that 
event, and because in his seventh year he is- represextted by 
Ezra (vii. $3.) as being the father of more than otit som 
These different circtnuoances the Primate thinks incongnious^ 
as a bay would be unequal to the personal assassination of a- 
wm. iini :is this boy could scarcely have been tbe father of a 
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S. Abp. Usher nearly agrees with Petavius in 
bis arrangement of the twentieth year of Artax- 

erxes, 

family in the seventh year after he was styled a hoy^ Annal. in 
A. P. J* 4241. 

The incongruity does not appear to ine to be such as will' 
warrant our rejection of the testimony of Justin and Diodorus. 
Let us suppose Artaxerxes to have been twelve years of age at 
the time of his father's death. In that case, he was a boy when 
his father died, and might therefore with the strictest propriety 
have been so denominated in history. Yet, seven months af- 
terwards, when he was nearly thirteen years old, I see no diffi- 
culty in conceiving, that he might have thrust Artabanus 
tlirough. with a sword in the manner that the story is told by 
Justin, namely lohen Artabanus was unarmed and off his guard. 
And, if we consider both the early puberty of the inhabitants . 
of warm climates, and the prevailing practice of polygamy^ I 
see as little difficulty in conceiving, that, in the, seventh year 
after the death of his father, when he would have been eigh- 
t^u years old^ he might have been the parent by di^erent wives 
even of many sons. 

The objection however of Abp. Usher furnishes another ar- 
gument against the hypothesis of Petavius* If Artaxerxes were 
only a bmf at the death of his father, if he were admitted into 
a copartnership of the empire from nine to ten years before . 
that death, and if his seventh and twentieth years are to be 
reckoned from his admission into a share of the government; 
it is evident, that In his seventh year he must have been from 
two to three years younger than he was when his father died. 
But he was a boy even when his father died. Therefore, two 
or three years before that event or in his supposed seventh year, 
he must have been a still younger boy : that is to say, accord- 
ii]|[ to the hypothesis of PetaviuS| he could not, in his seventh 

year^ 
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«rkes, but diff0r8 from l|im in hi$ date of the death 
of Xerxes. Instead of ipakiag Arta;s:erxes reiga 
i^bout ten years coi\jointly with Us father, he plac^ 
tiie death of hi$ father about niqe years fprthei? 
back : and thus, agreeably to the general ppinion^ 
be makes Artaxerxes regul^ly succeed his fatbefi 
toA computes the years of his reign according Xo 
the years of his actual reign, rec)coifjng from the 
deatii of X^nces. In pther wprds, he takes nii^e 
ye^rs froip the reigji of Xer^eSi and odds them tp 
that of Arta^ences \ e3s:tending the feign of Arta^* 
^rxes (within which the feiy months, during wbip^ 
his two successors reigned, are include(J) to 50 
years, an4 reducing that of Xerxes to i)o ipore (han 
)2 years. This hypothesis is adopte4 for thp pur^ 
pose of more satisfi|,ctorily reconciling Thucydjde^ 
^nth Diodorus Siculus, who tells-us that ThemistOr 
pies fled into Persia so early' a§ jiip second yeaf of 
the 77th 01yipi4a^d« 

It is objectionable on the following grpundsr-? 
\. In shortening the reigp of Xerxes to \% year^ 
and in lengthening that of Artaxerxes to 5Q years, 

year, have beep inore than niiifi or ten yoars old. Vet this 
Artaxerxes, in the decree enacted in hig seycnth yea^:^ fP^'&I^ 
of himself as thm^ namely in hu seventh year, haying 9ons (Ezr^ 
yii, 23.); that is to say, as haying sorif ^ the very time^ wheq, 
if Petavius b? follovfed^ his mi a^^ fould not Ijavfi c^cc^decj 
fen yean. 
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It directly contradicts the astronomical canon of 
Ptolemy; which assigns 21 years to Xerxes,, an^ 
41 years to Artaxerxes including the short reigns of 
his two successors. It likewise contradicts the ge- 
peral testimony of history, which agcords with the 
arrangement of Ptolemy * — 2/ It does not reconcile^ 
Tbucydides with Diodorus Sjculus, any more than- 
the scheme of Petavius : for Thucydides representi» 
Themistocles as applying to Artaxerxes after the 
death of his father and at the beginning of his reign» 
while Diodorus places his flight before the death of 
that prince's father, and fixes it to the second year 
of the 77th Olympiad. These two statements can 
nev^r subsist together : one^ or the other^ of thena 
must be erroneous t — 3. If it be thought necessary 

* Diodorus, Plutarch, Africauus, Eusebius, and others, all 
agree in stating, that Xerxes reigned ^ 1 years, and Artaxerxes 
41 years, 

f At least this must be the case, if Diodorus Siculus means 
to say, that Themistocles Hod difectly to the court of Persia iu 
the 2d ye^r of the 77th Olympiad. Mr. Marshall attempts 
very ingeniously to reconcile the two historians, by supposing, 
that, although Themi^Hocles might flee from Athens in* the year 
mentfi^ed by Diodorus and therefore in the life*time of Xerxes; 
yet, since (according to Cornelius Nepos) he fled to Argos in 
the ^rsi instance and lived there an indefinite space of time ia 
great dignity, he might therefore not arrive at tie court of Persia^ 
until the commencement of the reign of Artaxerxes after the 
(leatli of his father, agreeably to the assertion of Tbucydides. 
Iklarsball's Treatise on the seventy weeks, p. 17a. 

to 
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to adopt th6 statement of Thucydides rather than 
that of Diodoriis, we are still no way obliged (a« 
the PrimatjB does) to impugn the astronomical canon 
of Ptolemy. Instead of placing the first year of 
Artaxerxes nifle years further backy we may, witU 
Mr. Dodwell* adjust the matter in a way perfectly 
agreeable to the canon, by setting aside the date asr 
signed by Diodorus to the flight of Themistocles^ 
and by bringing that flight nine years lower datvn—r 
4. But, however this niay be, the Greek historian^, 
so far as we can collect from Plutarch, seem to have 
had very uncertain information respecting the Per- 
sian sovereign to whom Themistocles addressed 
himself. Some tell us, that it was Xerxes: and 
others, his son Artaxerxes. The former opinion 
was held by Diodorus, Ephorus, Dinon, Clitarchus, . 
Heraclides, and others : the Utter, by TJiqcydide^ 
and Charon of Lampsacus f. Dr. Prideaux pre? 
fers the first X : Mr. Dodwell and Abp. Usher, the 
second. Such bqipg |;he'case, I cannot think that 
the authority of any of them will warrant the Pri-. 
mate in setting aside, as he does in this instancy, XhA 
fcanon of Ptolemy §. If we mitst bow to the autho- 
rity 

• Tn Anna!. Thucyd. f Phit. in vit. Themis t« 

..... I 

J Prideaux's Connect, part i. b, iv. p. 257> 258. 
§ Mr. Marshall well observes, that " it is impossible for uf 
** to know of a certainty bow these things were. The a^ci^.nts 

" themselves* 
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fity of Thucydides, we must surely bow no leas to 

* 

the authority of Ptolemy ; and, if so, the autharitv 
of Diodorus must give place, and the flight of Thc^- 
mistocles must be brought nine years lower dpwn j 
which is perhaps the best arrangement that can be 
adopted* At any rate, the canon of Ptolemy can* 
not be given up. Though it may have been cer-» 
tainly known in general (as it appears to have beea 
Ijoth from the canon and from history), that Xerxea 
reigned 21 years, and Artaxerxes 41 ; it is easy to 
conceive, that a Greek writer may have incautiously 
erred respecting the minor cxrcumstmce of the par- 
ticular prince to whom Themis tocles made applica-! 
tion. But the canon of Ptolemy is built upon as- 
troiiomical demonstrations, and no one has hitbertp 
detected any error in his calculation of the eclipsejf 
\>y which his chronological eras are determined* 
Jt i? moreover verified by its agreement every where 
* • 

^* tbemselves, as w^ have seen, were not i^gi^ed in the exact 
f* time of them. Even in Plutarch's time, they^ were points 
f disputed. It is surely vain and trifling therefore from such 
f' uncertain characters of time to go about to settle the chro* 
■f nological points now before us ; especially to think oj esta- 
f' blishing them from hence in opposition to Ptolemy's canoa 
i* the surest guide we have in chronology/' Treatise on th0 
x^itventy weeks, p. 179. 

^ *f The opinion of Thucydides,'' says Plutarch, ** seemi 
f most agreeable to chronology, though that is not perfectly 
** well settled.'- Plut, in vit. Thcmist. * 

with 
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with Scripture. Hcqce it is the surest guide in 
chronology, and Cannot be set aside for the autho-^ 
jrjty of any other human writing whatsoever. 

3. Thus we may, I think, conclude, that the date> 

* 

which Dr. Prideaux has assigned to the first year 
of Arta^er^es is the true one ; inasipuch as it ac- 
cords both with the q^non of Ptolemy, and with 
|he general testimony that is borne to the respec-^* 
(ive lengths of the reigns of ^eqces and Artax? 



erxes *. 



V. We ipay now therefore exhibit the following; 
phroqological tablp, shewing at one pointy of view 
the different dates of the several degrees, enacted, 
l)y (he kings of Persia, relf^tive to the rebuilding of 
|;he city and temple of Jerusalem apd the restora? 
tion of the Levitip^l phufph under !p^zra ^d Ne* 
l^exniaht 

^ See Prideftttx's Conpect. part if h, Vf p, 980»-S9r« 
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A.P,J. 



212 



f29 



290 



4i78 



4195 



4256 



^« A« O* 
53^ 



I Years of the reigns of the kipg^ of 
Persia, in which the several 
edicts were enapted. 



51$ 



d«d 



4aS9 






458 



445 



I 



Edict of Cyrus in the first year 
ofhkreigRr Ezrai. l-?-4. Com- 
pare Chap, y. 13, 17« vi, ^--^5^ 

Edict of Darius Hystaspis in 
ih^ third year of his reigi|^ fatsL 
vi. 1 — I2f, Compare Ch^p* !▼• 
24. V. Zechnr. i, 1, 7* vii. !• 

Edict of Artaxerxes Longima- 
nus, proniulged in the month ifi- 
smi in the seventh year of his veiga* 
Ezra^vii. 7$ S, 9i 11— 26* 

Permission granted by Artax- 
erxes Longimanus in the month 
Nisan^ in the twentieth year of 
his reign, to Nehemiah to go up 
to Jerusalem for the purpose of 
superintending and forwarding the 
re)iuilding of the city. Nehem. 
ii.lr«9. 






VI. The result of what Jias been said is this. 
As the former inquiry set aside all interpretations 
pf the prop^^cy of the seventy weeks^ which arc 
founded upon the hypothesis of adopting abbrevi* 
f^ted lunar months of either description; so the 
present sets asid^ all^ that compute the seoenty 
Wek$ from dates which disagree with those in the 
fll^OBolo^ical tkhle here exhibited. Ipdeed, if I 

mistake 
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mistake not, it does more. For, since they are 
plainly to be computed from the enacting of a de-i 
cree to rebuild Jerusalem in some sense or ano- 
ther* if no decree of any sort were enacted in the 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes, but only a ^verbal 
permission granted to Nehemiah to enforce more 
effectually the edicts of Cyrus and Darius, as I 
have attempted to shew ; then they cannot be com- 
puted from the twentieth year of Artaxerxes, whe- 
ther that year be arranged agreeably to the chrono^ 
logy of Petavius and Usher, or to that of Ptolemy 
und Prideaux. 

• Dan. ix, 25/ 

i /-'^ / -^' • / 
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Concerning the various interpretntions that h/we 
Seen given of the prophecy of the seventy weeks. 

JL U£S£ necessary preliminary matters being set- 
tled, we shall now be better prepared to examine 
the merits of various interpretations that have been 
given of the prophecy of the seventy weeks. 

I, Many commentators have adopted the plan of 
reckoning this, period from the twentieth year of 
Artaxerxes Longimanus, in . which Nehemiah was 
sent, from Babylon to superintend the rebuilding of 
Jerusalem. '^They seem to have been induced to 
prefer it chiefly from a^Jdea,. that the language, in 
which that prince's commission is couched^ corres* 
ponds more, exactly with the language of the pro- 
phecy than the terms of ^ the three preceding 
edicts. 

i: The. exposition offered by its original author 
Africanus^ who fl.ourished at the beginning of the 
third century, is briefly as follows. He first main- 
tains^ that the years; of which Me seventy weeks are 

composed^ 
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Conipdsed, ought to Ji^ estimated as abbfeviateci 
lunar years of 354 dal^s each. He next asserts^ thai 
they are to be reckoned unto the Messiah^ by which 
phrase; he utiderstands unto the death of the Mes^ 
siah* He then counts 475 natural years from thd 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes to the fifteenth year of 
Tiberius Cesar, ill which he supposes Christ to hava 
suffered* And these 475 years he states to be equals 
witliin a mere trifle (as^ they undoubtedly are), to 
490 years of 354 days each**. 

This ancient interpretation abounds with palpa* 
ble mistakes of various descriptions— 1 . Its very 
principle is itself err oneous, inasmuch as it is found* 
ed on a mode of computation, the propriety of which 
cannot be allowed. I have already shewn, that we 
have no right to, conclude from the prophet^s HSA 
of the verb "]nn3, that he^ is here employing abbre- 
viated lunar years instead of natural solar years : 
and I have moreover shewn, that, whatever might 
be the length of a single Jewish year (whether it 
was a solar year ot a lunar year), the use of tmirt^ 
tercalated lunar years in the interpretation of this 
prophecy is indefensible — ^, Its arrangement of 
the weeks is likewise erroneous. I stop not at pre^ 
gent to inquire how far it is possible for unto the 
Messiah to mean unto the death of f he Messiah: 

' '^ AfriCftn, apud Hi^tottt Coibti«nt itt^DM. in Joe. 
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this point will be discussed hefeaften Let it hdW^ 
ever mean what it may^ we afe taught by the pro^ 
phet to calculate wito the Messiah the period of 
iLrty-two weeks added to seven weeks, that is to say 
kixty-nine weeks : the hypothesis in question calcu- 
lates, not sixty-yiine weeks, but seventy weeks--- 
5. Its chronologi/ is equally erroneous. According 
to the astronomical canon of Ptolemy, between tlie 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes Longinianus and the 
fifteenth year of Tiberius Cesar, there are only 473 
years, not 475 years * : so that, if Christ had beea 
actually crucified in the fifteenth year of tlje latter 
of these princes, the scheme would still ha,ve beed. 
defective. Much more therefore does it fail, when 
we find that Christ suffered death, not in the Jif- 
teenth year of Tiberius, but in his nineteenth year* 
Nor will the matter be at all improved if we reckort 
the seventy weeks unto the true time of the death of 
our Lord. Between Nehemiah's receiving his com- 
mission from Artaxerxes, in the twentieth year of 
his reign and the crucifixion of Christ, there are 

* FroAi the tttitiibct* df ydiH iiftsi|;ned td eftcti reigti in thb 
tMSMkf it a|)|»ears, that th^ tMrenti«th year of Artaxerxes coiiH 
cides with A. M. N. 303 and A. P. J. 4269 ; and the fifteeoth 
^esr df the soU reigti ot Tiheriuft, with A. iE. M. 776 and 
A* P. J« /«748« See the difoMlogleal tabln in tha Appen* 
iix. 

5 preoisdj 
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precisely 477 solar years *. But no calculation hf 
lunii* ybars of any description will reduce 490 years 
to the exact sum of 477 solar years. If we Con- 
sider thern as true lunar years of S54 day^ each, 
490 such years will be equal to 474 solar years and 
about 23 1 1" days, which falls more than two years 
short of 477 solar years : and, if we consider them 
as lunar years of 360 days each, we shall be yet 
more in fault the other way ; for 490 such years 
will be equal to 482 solar years and about 3491- 
days, which carries us almost six years beyond 477 
solar years. So that, according to either mode of 
abbreviated computation, the 490 years cannot be 
made to quadrate with the 477 solar years which 
elapsed between the twentieth year of Artaxerx^s 
Longimanus and the year in which our Lord was 
crucified. 

2. Petavius and Abp. Usher compute, like Afri- 
canus, tke seventy weeks from the grant of Nehe- 
jiiiah's commission in the twentieth year of Artax- 
erxes, though they differ materially from him in 
other particulars. They rightly judge, that, how- ' 
ever the Jews might reckon siiigle insulated years, 
a period of 490 of their years is virtually the same 

* Christ was crucified in the munth Niscm A. JE. C. S3 and 
A. P* J' 4746, and Neheniah received hia commission. from 
Artasejriua^ in the month NUaa A. A. C. 445 and A. P. J. 



Hk a pleridd df 490 solar ycSars, But this opinioa, 
as Africanus was well aware, will not allow them 
to reckon 490 solar years from the Nisan in the 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes as that year is arranged 
in the canon of Ptolemy, Hence they place it 
from nine to ten years further back ; the former 
making the Nisan in it to be the Nisan of the year 
4259 of the Julian period and of the year A. C* 
455, the latter making the Nisan in it to be the 
Nisan of the Julian year 426*0 and of the year 
A. C. 454. From the Nisan then in the twentieth 
yfear of ArUxerxesj in which month Nehemiah re- 
ceived his comihissiorl *, Petavius, according to his 
aiTangement of it, first computes sixty-nine weebf 
or 483 years ; the period, which (we are taught by 
the prophecy) reathes from the going forth of th6 
edict to rebuild Jerusalem unto Messiah the prince* 
This brings him down to the Julian year 4742, ia 
which he places the baptism of Christ. He then 
reckons three years more for the half weeky which 
brings him to the Julian year 4745. Here he 
places the crucifixion^ by which the Levitical sacri- 
ice and oblatioti was spiritually abolished f . In a, 

similar 

* Nehcm. ii; 1^ 

f Aft Petavius is vety brief, I shall give his system ih his 
ot^ii words, more especiaUy since I have intimated^ that Pri* 
deaux appears to me to be mistaken in representing both him 
and Usher as aUke computing the seventi/ weeks from the Nisan 

I of 
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siorilar manner, from the Nisan in the twentietili 
year of Artaiterxes, according to kis arrangement 
ai itr Abp. Usher first computes the sisty tune 
r^eeks or 4^3 year& This brings hior to the Nisan 
oi the Julian ye»r 4743 and of the yeat 30 of the 
Christian era^ in wiiich. month waa celebrated the 
ftrsi passover of our Lord's^ public ministry*. From 
hb first paesover he ne»t reckons three years for 
tk€ half week. This brings him to the fourth pass* 
Ov«r df Christ, which fell out in the Julian year 

of the Jnlian yesn* 4^€0. Uihtr undoubtedly does, but Pe/a- 
Tiu$ rockonv tliem irum the preceding }par ; though th«y both 
make the first year of Artaxerxcs to commence in the Julian 
year 4^40: '' Sed nee tllud praeteri-re voluimis ;- qutxl de di^ 
^* plici Artaxotfxis exordio soperiuf attigimus, udte imprimis 
^' esse ad 70 Daniel i» hebdoi^adM explicaadas. Quamnn im* 
" tium ab anno Artaxerxis 20 ducimus ; e<»' niinirum, quo 
^^ edictum de instaurandis Hierosolymis exitum habere ccepit 
** (Dan. ix. 25.) : qucm calumniis ac ludifiGationibus aemuli 
^ hactenus impedierant. Sed viceMinas iste Artaxerxis, non 
** a niorte Xerxit, «ed a prtmo ejuft initio^ vepetitur. ItaqcM 
'< primus annorum 490, i|Qfls sunt hebdomads annales 70^ 
" convenit in A. A. C. 455^ A. P. J. 4259, A, M. 3529* Sep- 
'^ tuagesima faebdomas iniit anno ipso, quo Christus a Johanne 
f* baptismo tingitur, A. P. J. 4742. Quare anno 3 hebdoma^ 
'' dis Christus interfectus est : In Smidio (inquit Daniel ix* 
** 27.) htifdomadis deficiet ho$tia et sacrifidwnj hoc est, in ejus 
** parte difnidiaf fAt^ci^e^^ mc ij9)^sAi<, labente hebdomade 
*^ postrema, lagali|)afl sacrificiis modus adhibebttur, quod e» 
*^ morientis Christi vox indtcat, Conmmmatum est J' JUtionar* 
Temp, pan it. I. iii. c. 10. 

4746 
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4746 and in the yeaf 33 of the Christian era. But 
at thk fourth passover our Lord suffered upon the 
crossy and thus spiritually abolished the Levitical 
sacrifices by his one great oblation of himself once 
Offered*. 

The schemes of Petavius and Usher, which are 
fundamentally at least the same, seem to me to be 
as inadmissible as that of AfricanuS) though not al* 
together for the same reasons^ — 1. The chrt)nologi* 
cal arrangement) which with some variation they 
adopt, has been shewn to be erroneous, as contra* 
dieting the universal testimony of historians re^ 
epecting the lengths of the reigns of Xerxes and 
Artaxerxes, and particularly as running counter to 

* The plan of Abp. Usher is introduced into the ehronolo^ 
gical tables at the end of the common 4to. bible : but, because 
the twentieth year of Artaxerxes according to his arrangement 
of it commenced in the year A. C. 455, they erroneously re- 
present tke stctnty weeki as also commencing from that year. 
Whereas, in his grace's plan, they commence^ as Dr. Prideau|c 
rightly states, from the Nisan of tke/ollowing year 454, whic^ 
corresponds with the Julian year 4260» For he supposes, the 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes to commence after the Nisan m 
the year A. C* 455, and therefore to include the Nisan in t)it 
year A. C» 454. Consequently, the Nisan of the twentieth 
year of thi^t prince, is, according to the Archbishop's arrange 
ment, the Nhan of the latter of those years, not of the form^ 
of them* • And this, as it appears to me, U the precise point 
wherein he and Petavius differ. But see Usser* Aimal. in 
Jt P^ J, 4559, 4260. 
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the canon of Ptolemy. At aivy rate, thdUgh Pet»* 
vius might elude the force of this objection by con-? 
teodii^ that he does not alter the real lengths of 
their i-eigns, it fully applies to the scheme of Abp. 
Usher — 2. And, even if their chronological arrange- 
ment b?id been unexceptionable, the interpretation 
built upon it would nevertheless be liable to various 
objections. By placing the death of Christ in tlie 
middle of the last weeky and. not attempting to ac-^ 
count for the /alter half of it, tliey in effect thi'ow 
ha!/ of' the seventieth week out of the grand prophe- 
tic period, and thus render it altogether useless and 
insignificant. The prophecy* speaks expressly of 
seventy weeks: in these intierpretations it is ex- 
pounded as if it spoke of no more than sixty nine 
rveeks and a half, l^hat the whole seventieth week 
however is significant, no less tlian the former part 
qfity is manifest from tins circumstance: the same 
person, who causes the sacrifice and oblation to 
cease in the midst of the week!, confirms the cove- 
tiant with many for one week. But the person, who 
afeoHshes the sacrifice in the midst of the week, is 
supposed by Petavius and Usher to be Christ:' 
^therelore Christ must confirm the covenant with 
•many fOr eneweek^ which is plainly the. whole tost 
"weekoi the seventy. According to the present in- 
terpretation however, Christ is put to ddath in the 
middle of the last week^ during the whole of wbich^ 

not 
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* 

not merely duimg the first part of it, he was t# 
confirm the coyenaot with many. Now we may 
easily conceive why \\\& personal oonfirmation of the 
covenant with xxmwp should be particularly noticed 
in the prophecy : but.it is not' so. easy to assign a 
reason, which his confirming the '. covenant during 
the half week whkh frlapsed immediately effter hi$ 
death should be more noticed than his confirming 
it during auiy other period a/irer hisdeath^-^S. The 
interpirettttion is inconsisiteint also in anotb^ respect 
According to our conolnon English translation, Me»» 
fiiab in to be cut off after thesio'ty two.zaeeks added 
to th^ seven weeks, that ts to say, after the siarty 
nine weeks: the interpii^tation represents him as 
4)^ngcQt off, not precisely after the sixty nine weeks 
iCtai the €n(j[ of' th^m (which the word after must 

• *i Spiking, of .tbis^'hjq^tfcesis, Dr» Blii^yney justly askf, 

^How can Chiist be.saidto havQ, con/i"n»?(fc^ the covenaut, by 

/'which the gospel covenjmt is undcikiood, with mm jf for one 

* •* 'oeeky when his ministry lasted by confession no more than 

** the lialf of it?' Nor' will it lessen the difficulty to allege, 

'^tfantl-the sain&.'(3ov«naAC^c0m'nlued to foe promnlged by his 

^ disoifxles after tus.d^h iY>r the remainder of the term* It 

'*dii.so iiTMleed; b^t not .for oj)e week only, hut for mapy 

** more in succession : whereas the construction of the words 

** necessarily implies an action, of which the duration was li-* 

<• mitcd to one week only.* Pisserr. on th« seventy weeks. 
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import, if it laavc any definite meaning), but ikree 
whole years subsequent to their expiration *. 

3, There is yet another hypothesis, whidi com- 
putes the seventy weeks from the twentieth year ef 
Artaxerxes, invented by 'Bp. Lloyd, adopted with 
some variations by his chaplain Mr. Marshall, and 
more recently by Mr. Butt, and approved of by 
Mr. Wintle. 

These commentators maintain, that the yeans (xf 
the seventy weeks are lunar years of 360 days each, 
•and that they are to be estimated without AakijAg 
buy intercalation into the account : hence the stjety 
mne t^eeks, which reach tmto the Messiah and which 
contain 483 such years, they reckon as. being equal 
to no more than 476 solar years and 2 1 days—rThe 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes, agreeably to the canon 
of Ptolemy, they rightly place in the year 4269 of 
the Julian period and the year A. C, 445— Retlfon- 
•ing then 476 Wlar years and 31 days from the 5V?- 
san of this year, they arei brought to the second 
month J^ar in the year 4745 of ^he JFuliaoi period ; 
ivhe^e, consequently, they place the expiration «f 
the sixty nine «»e<?A:*— But, after thesurtywne^eeks^ 
Messiah is to be cut offt Accordingly, in the iViV 

* The force of the important word after will be discussed 
more fully when I oome to the hypothesis of Dr. Prideaux, 
who hfis defended the use of it in what be terms a large seni^ 
that is to say an indefinUe etme% 

san 
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9m of the Jialian ^^^ear 474^ , at the iku% pissjOivr 
after tiieir expiration, our I^pd ^uifered dearth |if>QQ 
the x:ross — ^^Ha^ag tbw disjiiosi^d >of jfiro*/^ mn^vwi^s 
out of /Ai? se^entjf, t^ey ealii^ly isepaiUQ^e tfcje i^* 
.mainiHg single weak frm^ its {praddccisscmj; laad &c 
it, though Tvitb ^^ome ye^mXion, Xo the j)firiQd ^f ^tbe 
Jewish war jb -^bioh j€»*u8ale^i 4Vm s^idc^ by th^ 
iioinans ;und&r Xitu$. The 9J»bqjp mi iMr. Mar* 
fihaU sup^osre :it^to Jbai^ <!i)0)fii|^eed ^aJboiAt S^^M- 
ber A.-D. 6S^, When xtbe R^mMs ,^md^ f^ ^i^^f fif 
.peace wiiii the p.arihi*«3 w»d aihm$^ nwid rl»> Hwe 
terminated in September A* £>. i70, whm At Htw 
close of its se€QndMlf;J^rm^]§tttk ^a» tiaiffiv by<;:them 
and the daily : sacrifice abolished ; thus .^Qiqg f^ 
bterval of no less l4»iii;S3 ^oars beti/f!eie^ .the .^ctod 
of tke sirty ninth wtek <93sA tbe begirmipg ^i the 
seventieth, Mr. Butt makes rit conmieBQe yet lator, 
and rconceives it to be'tbe!seMen years of the. Jewish 
war, which some (reckon Jo hare begun A-D. ^65 
and to haye ended A*P. 73; ;dbout the^middleof 
which war (speaking in rojund aumbers) . Jeru8!$ie«i 
.was taken and an end p^ut to the daily- sa^^ifiae. 
The main argument for thus ina^Mkting rMia^twe^k 
is what Mr. Marshall calls its express i:haracter ; 
that is to say, the circuinstance of our. I^ords -citing 
JDaniel's phrase. ^Ae abommtUm qf desotatimy mid 
:his:fixing the appearance of it to the time of the 

Jewish 
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Jtwish^^var ^-^At the end of the^seven weehs^ which 
form the first portion of the sixty nim weeks^ ' Bp, 
Lloyd places the closing of the sacred canon by the 

• addition of tlie book of Malachi ; but Mr. Marshall 
^conjectures, that the rebuilding of the city was com-f 
pleted at the time when they expired f. 

(1.) This interpretation I can as little admit a3 

' either of the preceding ones. To say nothing of 

•the erroheousncss of its very principle, for we are 

Hot ^arrknted in computing a series of years by lu* 

liar y^rs of any description, there are ipany oth^y 

' additional objections to it. 

(S.) The separation of the seventieth week fron» 

the si^pty nine weeks is a palpable and capital de- 

' feet. According to the analogy of every other nu- 

•merical prophecy, the seventy weeks, let them begin 

' when they may, must be continuous, unless some 

very irrefragable argument can be adduced to prove 

the contrary. But, in the present instance, no con^ 

elusive argument is brought to authorize the sepa- 

• ration of the last week from its fellows. It is urge4 
Indeed, that the abomination of desolation mentioned 
m the 27th verse is to be referred to the era of the 



f Bp. Lloyd's chroaological tfibles iii. iv.---rMarshairs TreSv 
■t op the feytsiity.iyeelfs— Putt's Commei^t. oa thp propbefj 
' ke serenty weeks— Wintle's Transialion ^f PauieJ in loq» 



' I 
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riege of Jerusalem ; and therefore that the Tastweek^ 
-during which a covenant is confirmed %vith*niant, 
must be similarly referred. I readily allow, that 
^uch is the proper arrangement of the abominatitm 
of desolation ; and I think it sufficiently clear, that 
the hay* week (as Mr, Marshall rightly undenstands 
Ae phrase rendered in our common version /Ae 
midst of the week *) belongs to the same period ) 
but it does not therefore follow, that this is likewise 
the case with the one week. Mr. MarshalFs parH" 
' fular translation indeed, - the half of the week,^' 
does no doubt fix the one week to the same peridd 
as th^ half week f because it represents the half 
week as being the half of the one week : but the ori- 
^nal may just as properly be rendered '* the haif 
^* of a week,"' which permits us to consider the one 
week and the half week as wholly distinct^ tlie ex-* 

• lu^ssion being a general^ not a particular, one. 

• To warrant therefore our referring the seventieth 
week to the same pei^io4 ts the half week, we must 

* Dr. Pride&uk agriees with Mr. Marshall 'tn thus translating 
the original^ as dS likewise Sir Isaac Newton and Mr« Mede; 
and they are supported by (he Vulgate, the Syrjac, the Ar^i-p 
^ip, and the Qreiek version Wjiich l^ears the n^me of the ?<xx, 
Yel; I think Prideaux and' Marshall say top much in asserting 
' that tlje phrase is incapable of being rendered the midst of the 
ifoeei. See Pride^nx-s Connect. Part i. B* v. p« 304— Mar« 
f baj^s treatise on the seventy weeks* p. ^, 264* 

have 
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liave scmie direct proof ih^i it ought to he so re« 
&rred : but, as £ar as I am able to judge, the evi- 
deace lies whoUy on the opposite side of the ques* 
Uoa. In the 24th verse, before the prophet divides 
^the twenty weeks into their minor constituent pe- 
riods, he gives us a very full enumeration of the 
^particulars contained .within them. If then the de* 
.struction of Jerusalem be the special eGent whiqh 
is to designate the termina^n of the seventy 'weehs^ 
as £p. Lloyd and Mr. Marshall suppose, we my 
inttuFally eiq^ect to find it mentioned in the .S4t;h 
' verse ; for it cannot be deemed probable, that Da* 
iiiel should omit this remarkable, this special; ^v&sA 
.in what may not improperly be termed his stable of 
contents. Here however we find nothing of tbe sort 
alluded to, ** Seventy weeks," says the prophet 
.According to our common translattion> ;M Seventy 
'^ weeks are determined upon thy people 9^ u|>oii 
^^ thy holy city, to finish .the trangression, ajud :to 
*^ make an e^nd of sins, and to make reconciliatioii 
** for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righte* 
;." ousness, and toseal qpthe vision and prophecy, 
. '^ and to anoint the Most Holy.'* Such are Hiq 
^specified contents of the seventy weeksy in which 
not the slightest hint is given, that the destruction 
' qf Jerusalem is either comprehended within them 
.or marks their termination. Surely then we cannot 
consider ourselves as warranted in separating the 

last 
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last ^^eitrom the m^ty tune weeki, and in ^pplyit^ 
it thus separated to the age of the Jewish war *^. » 
(S.) So again : we are taught, according to our 
common tranal^tidn, that sia^ty ttoo weeks subset 
"cixxent to seven weeks are to be reckoned unto Mes^ 
-siah the Prince , and thrift after those sijeiy two 
lEo^ksht is to^be Cut off. From these terms ofM;be 
propheey it is argUed in the present hypothesis, tbiriC 
Jhe, death of Christ is fixed to the termination of 
the sixty tiike weeks : and, sinc^e the same siiViy nint 
yveeks are to be ^reckoned itnto the Messiah^ it is 

* *' Nor wHl'the cate be mu^h in>prove() by a third bypo* 
'^'-tbesis; wbich, assuming a series of shorter, that is^Chaldaie 
'^years, of 360 days each, brings down the secoAd period only 
** to the death of Christ: after which, admitting a considcra^ir 
*"ble interval, it i>egtn8 again to reckon f^e Ai^^ week a fow 
'i* years before the destr-oction of Jerusalem, so as finally to 
'' termitiate in t]iat catastroph^--*Not to insist on the several 
^* objections that occur to other particulars, the breaking o£ 
^' the line of time, on which the whole stress of this hypothesis 
'' lies, must of itself appear in the highest degree exception* 
** able^ "For, either the limitation of a number of years in ^a 
'< prediction supposes those years to follow in continued sue- 
** cession ; or it is m effect no limitation at all, nor of any usq 
*< to ascertain the precise time of the event* On the contrary, 
** how easily may the very same date be accommodated to the 
«< most distant periods imaginable, provided it be allowable to 
*^ discontinue the reckoning at pleasure, and to resume i( 
^' Again, just where it may suit the turn of a fancied hypoth^ 
•' lis/' Blayncy's Dissert, on the seventy weeks.. p« l6, 17. 

farther 
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forthcr argued, that the phrase unto the Messiah 
roust mean unto the death of i-he Messiah, y 

I readily concede to Mr. Marshall, in opposition 
to Dr. Prideaiix, that the dzath of Christ must 
i)ccur at tbeeod of tb£ sixty nine weeks, if we un- 
derstand the expression rendered Messiah shall be 
cut off to relate to his death: but the question is, 
liow the other expression unto the Messiah can pos- 
sibly denote unto the death of the Messiah. Ba-. 
tween the two expressions there is a sufficiently 
plain distinction; thefavouir^rs of th^.tpresent hjr 
pothesis are necessitated to consider them as being 
of the same import*/ Unto the Messiah howciver 
cannot, except by a strangely forced -and unnatttral 
construction^ mean unto fiis death: it miiSt, by 
every rule of ' ordinary pbraseology, ^piean ww^o j%^ 
eoming either natuml or officiaL But, if hi^. covmg 
be at the end of the sivty nim weeks] as it mm^*ht 
\{u7%to the Messiah mean unto the coming of tKi 
Messiah^ it i?' plainly impossible that ^ii/j? dehih 
shonld also be at their end. Hence it. will fplloWt 
either that the phrase unto the Messiah means mitQ 

* " Though a pYctty plain distinction seems tt> be made lie- 
** tween VAe time of the Messidfts appearance (ver. 25.'), and-^Af 
** cutting off J which is said (ver. 2(5.) to be after tftethrteicor^ 
** andtxco weeks^ yet in this hypothesis both are confounded to- 
'»* getber, as if unfo the Messiah the prince, and id kU deaths 
^ftieijint t^ ^ame thing/' Ibid. jp. l6, 17, 

hk 



hU deaths wliich the construction ' of no fangilagfi 
^ill warrant ; or that the other phrase, rendered 
Messiah shall be cut off^ is improperly rendered. 
That the latter is the case, I have no doubt : both 
because the ordinary translation of the phrase con*- 
founds his death with his comngy which can only be 
meant by the expression unto the Messiah; and 
because it disagrees with the arrangement, which 
places his death at the end of the seventy weeksj 
and which.(I think) may clearly be proved to be the 
right ona i 

The propriety of this arrangement of his death 
appears from the enumeration of particulars as- 
cribed to the peinod of the seventy weeks at the 
very opening of the prophecy. Some one or more 
of these particulars must be supposed to mark their 
termination: otherwise it could not be .said, that 
seventy weeks were the precise period within which 
all those particulars should be accomplislied K 
The termination however of the seventy weeks must, 
in that case, be marked by the chronologically latest 
of the particulars f. And the chronologically latest 
of the particulars may be proved, to synchronize 
with the crucifixion %. Therefore the cruc^ixiou 

• See this point proved below'in Chap. v. § 2, 
t See Chap. v. § 2, 3. anj Chap. vi. § I. 2. 
J Sed Chap* vi. § I. K. (1.) (2.) (3.) 2. 

must. 
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must mark the termination of the seventy Weehi 
Sot^ if the crucifixion marks the termination of the 
seventy weeksy it Cannot likewise mark the termina-* 
tJon of the sixty nine weeks. Consequently, the 
death of Christ i^ not to be placed at the close ot 
the sixty nine weeks ; and the seventieth week^ ter-^ 
^ tninating as it does with the death of Christy eai& 
not be referred to the age of the Jewish war. 

On tiiese grounds I maintain, that the phrase, 
rendered Messiah shall be cut off is erroneously rcn* 
dered"*, because such a translation of it places the 
death of Christ at the end of the sixty fiine weeks, 
and thus makes it synchronize with his comingi 
Mr. Marshall however maintains, that it is properly^ 
retKkred ; and is thence obliged 16 understand the 
other phrase unto the Messiah as meaning unto his 
death. Yet, apparently as if conscious that it must 
import a coming of some sort, he labours to shew, 
that unto the Messiah means unto his coming to his 
death. But I doubt, whether either the Bible or 
any book in any language will afSsrd him an in^ 
stance of the expression unto a person denoting 
Ufito the coming of that person to^^ his death. If 
until Johnf mean unto- the cotnmencement of Johns 

* 

* As I sball hereafter shew, it ought to te actively tran- 
slated Messiah shall cut of, iy?t pasidvely I\fe^itth shall he cvt off* 
See Chap. iv. § II. 8. 

t Matt. xi. 13. Luke xvi. iQ. 

tninistryp 



ffumtry^ and if unto Moses * mean u7ito the com*' 
meneement of the legal dispensation ; tben^ by ana** 
logy, unto the Messiah must mean unto the wifu^-^ 
terial coming of the Messiah or unto the commence- 
ment of the Gospel dispensation which he came im 
promulgatej not surely unto his coming to his itath^ 
Bat, if unto the Messiah mean unto the commence^ 
ment of his coming in the Gospel, then the sia^ty nine 
weeks must expire with the beginning of John's mi- 
nistry^ because our Lord himself teaches us that 
that was the beginning of the Gospel dispensation f. 
Hence they plainly cannot expire with the death of 
Christ: and hence the phrase rendered Messiah 
skall he cut off must be improperly rendered. 

After all, it is not unworthy of observation, that, 
severely as Mr. Marshall censures Dr. Prideau)^ 
£br his no doubt unwarrantable extension of the 
meaning of the word after J, his own scheme i» 
similarly, though not equally, deficient in chronolo*^ 
gical exactness. The word after pins down the 
cutting off of the Messiah, or whatever else b© 
meant by the phrase, precisely to the end of the 
sirty nine weeks. To prove this, the whole of Mr. 
Marshall's reasoning upon the word, which I think 

♦ Rom. V. 13, 14. t Sec Luke xvi. l6. 

i " Jfter threescore and two weeks shall Messiah be cut 
« off." Dan. ix. 26* 

perfectly 



jicrfcctly just^ is directed. Yet doiei te ecmsidef 
ike sLvty nine weeks as expiring, not with the cru-* 
cifixion, but eleven months before it and at an era 
distinguished by no event that adequately mark9 
their termination* 

(4.) To all that has been said I may add another 
objection, which alike affects every scheme of inter- 
pretation that Gonnputes the seventy/ weeks from the 
twentieth year of Artaxerxes. Tiiey are to be reck-* 
cned from the going forth of an edict ta rebuild 
Jerusalem. Consequently, before any computation 
of the seventy weeks from the twentieth year of Ar- 
taxerxes can be allowed, it ought to be shewn that 
an edict was then enapted : and of such an edict I 
can find no traces in Scripture. As I have already 
observed, Artaxerxes merely authorises Nehemiab 
to superintend the rebuilding of the city ; nothing 
is said respecting any decree being enacted by him 
for that purpose. 

Perhaps it may be argued, that the word •^a^T 
used by Daniel does not necessarily import dr de- 
cree enacted with alt the formalities of law', but 
may as well signify a mere permission or (as it is 
rendered in our common translation) a command-' 
ment ; and that such a permission was granted to 
Nehemiah — ^To.this I think it an abundantly suffi*' 
cient answer to observe, that, when we consider the 
peculiar solemnity and importance of the prophecy 

and 
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|nfl the consi^queDt necessity of computing fherse'* 
%)cnty weeks £rom some remarkably determinate era, 
and whi^n we find that three edicts had been pre^- 
viously enacted with every legal formality ^ it is 
highly improbable that the date of the pi:opbecy 
should be ^z ^/;??/l/e verbal permission to put more 
leffectaally in force what, had already been at leas|; 
twice previously decreed by regular zvjitten iti^tru-^ 
ments. When the whole of this circumstance is 
duly weighed, I cannqt but esteem it very unlikely, 
that the Holy Spirit should design the seventy weeks 
to be reckoned, not from some one of the three 
formal instrumentSy duly enacted and afterwards 
carefully registered in the archives of the kings of 
Persia*; but from a ^nh^eqaeni verbal permission 
Xo superintend the rebuilding of Jerusalem and to 
push it on with greater rapidity than it hitherto 
had been done, granted by Artaxerxes to his cup- 
bearer Nehemiah while waiting upon liim ^t 

tobJef. 

It 

• Sec Em i. 1— v, 17— vi. i, 2. 

-t T^e phrase nai HVO, liere^used by Daniel, seems to be the 
.Q^cial iaw language of the 4ay- Exactly the same. express! on 
is ei]^ ployed by the. author of the book of Esther to describe 
the macting qf (what .is plainly) a formal wrUtm ^ecrrs* SeO: 
^ftther i. 19. I would not however h^ understood to say, that, 
.so far as the Hebrew idiom is concerned, the phrase iKitf^ be 
takeu officially, w^rcvrr it occurs. This must .be ^etermyiecl 

K ^r 
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It is urgccT,'! am aware, by the favourers of th« 
Bcheme in question, that the permission granted to 
Nehemiah accords much more exactly with the 
terms of the prophecy in which the building of th6 
city * is specially mentioned, tlian any one of the 
three written edicts : because the rebuilding of the 
temple is the chief subject of those of Cyrus and 
Darius, and because the restoration of the civil and 
ecclesiastical polity of the Jews is the chief subject 
of that of the seventh year of Artaijerxes f- 

I reply, 

by the context : but let anj one judge from the context of 
Dan. ix. 25, whether the phras€ be not there plainly used iu a 
legal sense* 

• Dan. ix. 25. 

i " Various have been the opinions/' says Mr, Butt, " con- 
*^ cerniug the time when the commandment to restore and 
*' build Jerusalem went forth. Some have fixed upon the der 
^' cree of Cyrus ; others, upon that of Darii^s ; and others, 
** upon that of the seventh year of Artaxerxes. But, if wc 
*' examine the forementioned decrees as recorded in Scripture^ 
.^ wc shall find that no one of them related to the rebuilding 
^' of Jerusalem, its area, and wall, but to the rebuilding of the. 
*' temple, of which there is no mention here (Dan. ix. 25.) 
" whatever. But, if we turn to the second chapter of N«he* 
'** miah, we shall find, that, in the twentieth year of Artax« 
'** erxc6, Nehemiah obtained permission from that kin^ to re- 
<< build Jerusalem, and to erect the wall of the city, which 
** consequently had not before begun to be restored — Whert, 
" let me ask, can we find any other decree recorded in Scrip- 
*' ture, which corresponds to the literal, obvious, and primary 

** sense 
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' I rdply, that, granting for ttie present that the 
febuilding of the literal Jerusalem must be meanfe^ 
in the prophecy, both common sense, and other 
parallel passages of Scripture, require us to consider 
the rebuilding of the city as subincluded in any de- 
cree for (what the Jews esteemed of paramount im- 
portance) the rebuilding of the temple. Is it to be 
supposed, that, by the decrees of Cyrus and Da« 
rius, nothing more was intended than the rebuilding 
bf the temple f Would, or did. the Jews conclude 
from them, that they were authorized indeed to re- 
build their temple;, but that, whe^i rebuilt, it was 
to fitand in solitary magnificence without a single 
dwelling house in its vicinity? The supposition is 
too absurd to be entertained for a single moment. 
We have no occasion however to depend upon ab- 
stract arguments : for, unless I be greatly mistaken. 
Scripture itself teaches us, both how we are to un- 
derstand those edicts, and how in fact the Jews 
themselves did understand them. Isaiah, mention- 
ing Cyrus even by name, twice predicts, that he 
should decree the rebuilding, not only of the te?n^ 
} pky but likewise ot the city. ** Thus baiik the 

" sense of the prediction ?" Butt's Commentary on the 70 
1%'eeks. p. 1!?, 13, 14. It may not be amiss to observe by tl^o 
ivay, how Mr. Butt> as his argument draws to a canclusiofl^ 
transforms into a decree what at first he had vary properly 
cMed only the ^erpiimOn of ArtSLxerx^is.. 

m , « Lord 
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" Lord thy redeemer, and he that formed t&ec 
" from the womb : I am the Lord, that inakftth all 
'* things : that stretcheth forth the heavens alone ; 
" that spreadeth abroad the earth by myself; that 
^f frustrateth the tokens of the lyars, and maketh 
^* diviners mad ; that turneth Mise men backward, 
" and maketh their knowledge foolish ; that con- 
" firmeth the word of his servant, and performeth 
** the counsel of his messengers ; that saith to Je- 
" rusalem, Thou shalt be inhabited, and to the ci^ 
** ties of Judah, Ye shall be built, and I will raise 
." up the decayed places thereof; that saith to the 
" deep, Be dry, and I will dry up thy rivers ; that 
" saith of Cyrus, He is my shepherd, and shall per- 
** form all my pleasure, even in saying to Jericsa* 
** /em, Thou shalt be built, and to the temple, Thy 
^ foundations shall be laid *." And again : " I 
" have raised him up in righteousness, and I will 
•* direct all his ways : he shall build my city^ and 
** he shall let go my captives, not for price nor re* 
" ward, saith the Lord of hosts |.'' Nothing can 
be more express than the words of these prophe- 
cies : but they certainly never were fulfilled, if we < 
limit the decree of Cyrus to the mere rebuilding of 
the temple. Hence it is plain, to make it quadrate 
with the predictions of Isaiah, that it must be in* 

♦ Isaiah xJiv, 2i — ^28* ' -f bauib xlv% 13, 

- 4 terpreted 
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terpnQtod as. edactmg the rebuiidiog of the cityy w 
w^ as of the temple*. And, if it be so inter- 

♦ Mr. Marshall endeavours to invalidate the argument 
drawn frofn these texts in the following manner. 

Jn Isaiah xliv. 28/ he maintains, that the person, who says 
to Jerusalem Thou sJialt be built ^ is not Cyrus , but God- — I 
freatly do^bt, whether tbo present Hebrew reading will bear 
such a gloss. Bp< Lowth 'indeed brings out Xhe sense» which 
Mr. Marshall would ascribe to. the passage ; but he does it by 
altering the text. Bp. Stock, on the contrary, and perhaps 
more judiciously, retains the common reading, which there 
aeems to be no just causi for altering; and thence 'puts the 
covmand into the mouth i of Q^n/f. . ' 

The other text, Js^^h &lv. 13, he fykds rooi;c refractor^. 
God there exfxressly says of Cyrue, He shall buUd my city, .To 
elude the force of this text therefore, Mr. Marshall has re- 
course to two expedients. The one is, that this building of 
the city by Cyrus is to be considered as only consequential to 
his decree, iiot as enactje^i in it : the other is, tbtit the wondl 
city i^ her/} to be understood as only denoting the templc^rr^hf 
bare mentioning.of these expedients I confeive tojj^e an ample 
cokifutation of them. 

Mr. Marshall dwells much upon the city, in point of matter 
of fact, not being rebuilt until the d,ays of Nehemiah — if he 
mean to say, th?kt the reedification of the city was riot com" 
pkted until then, he wiU find no person disposed to contradict 
him. But this is not the point. The question is, wheh itA 
reedification of the city commenced. Now Mr. Mai-s-halfwishci 
to fi\ its commaicemettt to the twentieth yc ar of Ahirxc^rxcsi, 
Hence it was necessary fcJr him to explain away the prophecy 
contained in Isaiah >ilv. 13. Hb'w far he has succeeded i*n his 
attempt, let the cautious reader detcnivine. Treatise *on tiio 
seventy weeks, p. 151-^158, - • . 

pretjed, 
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preted, analogy requires that the subsequent dccreb 
of Darius, which is plainly a repetition and confir* 
mation of the original decree, enacted for the same 
purpose, and studiously (as it were) adopting the 
same law language, should be similarly interpret? 
cd *. Accordingly, as we may collect from tiheir 
c^ctions, the Jews did so interpret them; and ng 
person appears to have objected to their interpreta- 
tion, on the ground that they exceeded the Imits of 
their commissiom though their enemies attempted 
to impede the progress of the work, on the score of 
their foimer rebellions. Thus, in the days of the 
•Magian Arta^^erxes or Smerdis the successor of 
Cambyses, Blshlam, Mithredath, and their compg.- 
nions, write to the king tp complain, that th^ Jew^ 
yftvp come unto Jerusalem, buildipg the i:ebelUou? 
And bad city, and setting up the walls, and joining 
the-foundations 1 upon which Artaxerxes gives dom* 
mandmisnt, that they should cause those men to 
jcease, and that the city sho^l4 not be built t* 

♦ If wc nifty believe Josep]>u!f (and, that v'Jt may, |he two 
prophecies of Isaiah srem to prove sufficiently), Ezra has given 
us no more than anMutragi of the decree of Cyrus, The Jew. 
ish historiq.Ti expressly tej^ls us, that the decree of Cyrus re- 
lated, not only to the rebuilding, of tk€ tempky but also cif the 
city ; and be atterwards infjprip^ ps, that the decree of Darius 
was a mere repetition of that of Cyru:». Joseph. Ant. Jud, lib, 
}iu cap. 1. § 2^ 3. cap. 4t.\J. ; , 

t Ezraiv. 7^\6. .^.. 

flencQ 
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Hence it ia manifest, that the Jews were then en^ 
gaged in rebuilding the, city conjointly with th$ 
temple : and this they could only have undertaken 
by virtue of the edict of Cyrus, because no other 
edict was then in existence. Thus likewise, pre-* 
viws to the commission granted by Artaxerxes to 
Nehemiah, Ezra speaks, not only of the setting up 
of tke house of God^ bat of the building of the w^ll 
of' tke city under the protection of the kings of 
Persia \ And thus Haggai plainly represents the 
rebuilding of Jerusalem as being very coQsiderably 
advanced in the second year qf Darius immediately 
before the granting of his edict, because he re^ 
proaches the Jews with dwelling in ceiled houses, 
and with running every man to his own house, 
while they neglected the work of the temple and 
suffered it to lie waste f* That the city bad not 
been rebuilt with so much rapidity as the patriotism 
pf Nehemiah induced hipa to hope, and that many 
parts of it. still lay waste in the twentieth year of 
ArtaxerxQ9, is indeed sufficiently plain; but the 
idea, that it then only began to be rebuilt, and that 
two out of the three preceding edicts related solely 
to the building of the temple, is alike contradicted 
by Scripture, common sense> and mat^r of fact. 
To what has been said may be added^ that the de« 

* Exra ix. 9, t H|ggai i. 1^ 4, 9« 
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tree of the seventh y^f of Artax€rx€S, which re- 
bates to the restoration of t fie civil and eccksiastioed 
polity of Judahl fe s6 a:ftiple, thAt it is incredibte 
that Ezra, with si>ch an- irfstrument in his bandsj 
^hould not imke the leaSt eiFort to promote the !*-• 
building of the city. The king gives him unlimited 
powers to ieifivt fh^ teniple service and to do for 
the house of God whatsoever is communded by the 
God of heaWn, and further authorises him tx> ap-» 
point magisferates and judges to judge all tlie people 
that are beyond the river '^^ ' Now, with such poMr^ 
*rs is these, and witlfrthe domm'andment of Godwin 
the prophecies of Isaiah before him relative to th^ 
rebuilding not only of the tempky but of the city^ 
it is impossible to suppose that Ezra cobldimaj^ine 
his authority to be so accurately confined to the 
testoration of the Jewish polity that hte iias not at 
liberty to rebuild a single house wittiin the precineti 
bjF Jerusalem p or, if he did iiq^gine such a things 
that he wduld ftot hdve applied for a rilore exten* 
sive cpmmission, representing (iid be tsii^ ^ell 
have done) the little utility in his being permitted 
to restore the Jewish polity if he were not permitted 
to rebdild the city also. 

H. A second dass of commentators calculate 
the seieiity xoeelts from the days of Darius^ reckon-? 

■ ' , - ♦ Ear* vii. i\-r-26, 

Wg 
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ing either frbno his tlurc) year, about Tvhich time hit 
decree lioi^ favour of lh€^ Jews was enacted,, or from 
biis aixtb yew, ^v he^ tlie.temple was fiaisbed. This» 
Oh the ^ppo^ioR.tbat the. Z>anWpf Ezra and Ze« 
ehntkixji^DariiM Nothus^d not Darms Hjfstas* 
]^y m\\. Wing tlmn eith^ to the yf ar i^ which Jeru«> 
'saleid tfvas sacked by ^e. Roman^i. or abpfit thre^ 
years md avheli;beyQSi^ that time; thus, placing ;tbo 
ab(^ibit of the daily 9a€rifice by ."J^iti^ in the midst 
«£ the seventieth tv^fc^ Scaliger.and Mr. Me(k| 
are the ohirf patrons :of this hypotliiesis *. . 

I think it sup^rfluoais to enter into 9. regular dis^ 
eusMon of its minor piarticulars, because the sckemc 
itsdf is bailt upon a p^pable chronologicail error* 
it is tf uC, thatj between the third yeai: , of Dari^ 
Jiothm- which coincides with the yea^ A. C. 421, 
and the'.yeflj'^of our J^rd 70 in which Jerusalem 
wa$:taic(?rt, there are ejtaqtly 4po y^are : but, a&. I 
have already. shewiV tl<e Darius of Ezra was Da^ 
rius H^ia^iSj not Darius Nothus ; and the date 
of his decree is nearly a' century prior to. the third 
year of the latter Darius^ 

m.. A third class of commentators reckon the 
sevtnty weeks from the seventh year of Artaxerxes 

« 

♦ SciaHg. d6 Emenrlkt. tempor. lib. vi— M6dc'« Treatise on 
Daniel's Weeks. Works, p. 'Apt— t'he ktithor of the hypothfesi't 
was, I believe, Sulpicius Scvenis. 

LongimanuSj 
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Longimanus, in which, pursuant to the royal, de* 
crec, Ezra went from Babylon to Jerusalem attend** 
cd by a considerable body of Jews who had not hi- 
therto availed theniselves of the edicts either of 
Cyrus or Darius. Now the decree of Artaxerxes 
\^as enacted ita the. month Nisan^ in the year 4256^ 
of the Julian period and in tlie year A.C. 458. If 
then 490 years be computed from this era, they 
will bring us to the corresponding month Nisan in 
liie year 4746 of the Julian period and in the year 
33 of the Christian era ; in the middle of which 
month, at the time of the Jewish passover, our 
Lord was crucified : so that, between* the enacting 
of the decree in the seventh year of Artaxerxes and 
the death of the Messiali, there are precisely 490 
years even to the very month. Of this hypothesis, 
variously modified, the chief patrons are Sir Iscuic 
Kewton and Dr. Prideaux, though it had been 
inahitained before them by Fonccius * / 

1. Sir Isaac supposes, that the seventy weeks re- 
late to the Jirst coming of our Lord as a prophet^ 
and that they are to be reckoned from the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes to the crucifixion f • but he 

does 

. • Sir Isaac Newton's Obscrv. an Daniel, chap. Xt^Ph- 
i^aux's Connection, part i. book v. p. 272. 
i- Sir Isaac slightly diffiBrs from Dr. Prideaux in his ohrono- 

■ 

logical arrangement both of the decree of Artaxerxes and of 
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.iloes not consider the smaller periods of seven 
weeksy sixty two weeks^ and om week^ as forming 
constituent successive parts of the greater period 
t>f seventy weeks^ although their sum total be tb^ 
same — The seven weeks be separates wholly from 
the sixty two weeks, adopting ,tbe punctuation o( 
our common version, Unto the Anointed the Prince 
shall be seven weeh: and threescore and two weeks 
shall it return^ and the streets be ffuilt and the walL 
iut in troublous times ; instead of Unto the Anoints 
ed the Prince shall be. seven ^veeks and threescore 
and two weeks: it shall return^ and the streets be 
built (md thewaUy but in troublous times: and sup* 
poses^ that thejr relate to the second advefit of our 
Lord, and are to be re(*koned from the era of th^ 
yet future restoration of the Jews, Heqce he conr 

siders this part* of the prophecy as unfulfill^;, and^ 

« 

from the mention made of a commandment going 
forth to rebuild Jermalein al the commencement of 
the seven weefcs, he conjectures, that it may uo( 
come forth from tlie Jews themselves but from 
some other ^ngdam friendly to them, that it ma^f 
precede their return froji^i cpptiviiyi apd that it may 
indeed give occasion to it- — The sixty two weeks be 
separates bQth from the seven xveeks and the one 

the crucifijcion ; but he still preserves the exact distance of 
ievtntif prophetic weet^ bexween them. < 

V^'eek; 
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i'^^'^lS^^^^ period be con^f 

^*irj|^^^^ to 

^^^^^ ^^ ^acement The era, which he 

f^gdfP^ £tyt tftfe po^P^sc, is the September of 

^>c« *'P^ / ^j^7S^ This he does on the ground^ 

^e J^^^'^J^r^ ^ that year the wall of the city 

ti^ ^' \!!d^^^^^^^^^ * Reckoning then sivty 

\ ff'*^^ ^^^ ^ 434 years from this era, he is brought 

*^ *^ber lA the year 47 1 a of the Julian period^ 

ti^^f^fltimo^ according to Clemens Alexandrinusi 

^^ >ci5i Eusebiw,- Jerome, Orosius, Cassiocjh^rus, 

J^ ^^eirancient writers, Christ ivas, born, " How 

^^t these week%" he adds, ** Christ was cut off, 

^i ^xA ^ ^^^ ^^^ sanctuary destroyed by the Ro* 

ft iiiBiM, is^well known'^— He has now to dispose of 

^ we weeky and the half week. . These he ' con% 

^l^rs as two distinct periods, and does not suppose 

fM'kiilf week to be the half of the am weekr—The 

iyrtAr,' during which our Saviour was to eonfiirn the 

covenant wkh many, he conceives to be the seven 

years Which elapsed betw^n the crucifixion a|[i<i 

the calling of Cornelius the first fruit of the Gen- 



Mehcm. vi. 15« 



tiles 



( 141 > 

tiles — The half week, in which he was to cause the 
sacrifice and oblation to cease^ 'he supposes to be 
the three years and a half of the Jewish war, at the 
end of which Jerusalem was taken and the temple 
was burnt; commencing in spring A.D. 67 y and 
terminating in autumn A. D. 70. 

To this interpretation I make the following ob- 
jections—!. The considering the smaller periods a^ 
wholly distinct from the seventy rveekSj and as not 
being jointly constituent parte of them, is arbitrary 
and unnattiral, violating the c©ncinnity of the pro- 
phecy, and rendering the exposition of it altogether 
precarious and uncertain. Since seventy n^eehs art 
first mentioned apparently in a kind of ihtroduction, 
and afterwards seven weeksy sixty two weehsy and 
one week; since these seven weeks, sixty twaweeks^ 
and one week, make up the precii^e sum of seventy 
weeks; and since all the numbers occur in one pro* 
phecyi and therefore in manifeist connection with 
each other : the presumption is, that the smaller 
numbers are subdivisions of the larger numbei^ and 
ought to be estimated as included within it-^2. 
Tliere is only one date of commencement 'to be 
found throughout the whole prophecy, namely, thk 
going forth ^f an edict to rebuild Jerusalem. Sir 
Isaac, by confining this date to the seven "weekSy by 
separating those seven weeks from all the other pe- 
tiods, and by making them commence ivom the yet 

future 
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future rebuflding of Jdruaalem and restoration of 
the Jews, leaves every other period wiljiout date* 
Hence, according to this scheme, I can see no rea- 
son why the seventy weeks should begin from the 
seventh year of Artaxerxes rather tlmn from any 
other era : still less can I discover, why the sixty 
two weeks should be Reckoned from the completion 
of the rebuilding of the wall of Jerusalem — 3. But, 
even if there were a clear reason for thus reckoning 
the sixty two weeks^ I cannot find that Nehemiah 
gives any warrant fgr placing the completion of the 
wall in the Julian year 4278, the latter part of 
which Sir Isaac, agreeably to his general arrange- 
ment of the reign of Artaxerxes Longimanus/ makes 
to coincide with the 28th year of that prince. Ne- 
hemiah tells us, that the king granted him permis- 
sion to. go to Jerusalem, and to superintend the re- 
building of it, in the first Jewish month Nisan.in 
the twentieth year of his reign *. A certain time 
must.be allowed for his journey and for his deliver- ' 
ilig his letters to Asaph and the governors beyond 
the river. This, arguing from the similar journey 
of Ezra fy ^^ i^^y estimate at about four months. 
Immediately upon his arrival, that is to say^ after 
waiting no more than three days, he spems to have 

, • Mehem. ii. 1, 5. f Ezra vii. 8, 9. 

b^ua 
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begun the business of rebuilding the wall*> - And 
we are at length taught, that it was finished on th« 
S5th day of the sixth month Elul^ its rebuilding 
having . taken up the space of fifty two days f. 
Thus it appears, that, from Nehemiah's setting out 
on his journey in the month Nisan to the complet- 
ing of the wall at the latter end of the month Elul^ 
there was a period of not quite half a year ; which 
will just allow about four months for his jouriiey 
and 52 days for the building of the wall. Accord- 
ingly, both Abp. Usher and Dr. Prideaux very na- 
turally place the completion, of the wall in the same 
yeiair that Nehemiah set out from Babylon, namely 
in the year that he received his commission from 
Artaxerxes : on what grounds Sir Isfiac places it 
in the 28th year of Artaxerxes, eight years later, I 
know not — 4. So again : it is difficult to conceive, 
why our Lord should be said to have confirmed th^ 
covenant with many during the first seven years 
after his death, rather than during any subsequent 
period. Through the instrumentality of his worcjl 
and sacraments, he has surely been confirming the 
covenant with many, not merely for seven years^ 
but down even to the present day — 5. Lastly, ac- 
cording to our common English translation, which 

• Compare Nehem. ii. 11;^20. iiu iv# 
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in this instance Sir Isaac Newton foUoM^, Messiah 
18 to be cut off at the end oi the sixty. t:w& weeks f 
for such, as I have already observed^* must (untesB 
the phraseology of Daniel be altogether lax ^nd .in- 
definite) be the import of the word after : Sir Isaac 
places his birth at the end of the sMy two weeks^ 
mid consequently his death long after their ;expii*a^ 
tion. - 

2. The hypothesis of :Dr, Prid^ux seems to. me 
to be much more consistent than that of Sir Isaac, 
though lidther is -it altogether unexqeptionable. 

He observes, that the 'first clause of 1?he pro* 
phecy * contains an enumeration of six particulars, 
for the accomplishing of which the 9eventy weeks 
tire said. to be determined. Hence he infers, that 
all these six particulars must alike mark the termi^ 
nation oithe seventy weeks y the weeks expiring pre^ 
cisely wheq all the particulars Were accomplished. 
'But ^11 these particulars he maintains to haveibeeo 
accomplished in the cru'dfianon of our Lord. Hence 
he necessarily concludes, that the seventy weeks ex; 
pired when our Lord was crucified. 

Having thus ascertained that the semnty xoeeks 
terminated with the death of Christ, he reckons 
back from tliat era 490 years in order to arrive at 
their commencement. Now the crucifixion took 

♦ Dan. ix. 24. 
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place ia the Nisan of the Julian year 4746* Con- 
sequently 490 years, reckoned back from that time, 
bring him -to the Nisan of the Julian year 4256. 
But that year coincides with the seventh year of Ar- 
taxerxes Longimanus : and, in that very month of 
that year, Ezra received his commission to execute 
the king's decree in favour of the Jews. 

The chronology of the larger period being set- 
tled, he proceeds to inquire into the proper arrange- 
ment of the smaller ptrtods, which he considers as 
subdivisions and component parts of the larger pe- 
riod — The seven weeks or 49 years he allots to the 
rebuilding of Jerusalem : but the whole of this re- 
building he understands figuratively; and supposes 
it to relate, not to the rebuilding of the littral Jt-^ 
rusalem^ but to the reformation of the desolate Le^ 
mtical Church and the restoration of the divinely 
erdained civil polity of Judah by Ezra and Nehe- 
tniah. At the end of the seven weeks he places 
Nehemiah's last act of reformation ; by which the 
mystic holy city, here described (in metaphorical 
language familiar to the sacred writers) under the 
name of Jerusalemj was compkted, the work of its 
allegorical reedification being carried on (as we re- 
peatedly learn from the scriptural history of it) in 
troublous times and amidst great opposition from 
enemies — ^To the seven weeks he adds the sixty two 
weeks i the sum of vkhicfa^ or sixty nine weeksy 

J^ reache9 
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jeskdaes, according to the prophet^ unto Memah 
the Prince. These sixty nine weeks then^ or 483 
^ears, reckoned from the seventh year of Artax- 
erxeSi Iq which their including period of scoeif^ 
weeks commences, are made,< in the scheme of J)t. 
Prideauxi to bring us exactly to the cemiitg of 
Christ in hi» official capacity : for, the seventh yea^ 
of Artaxerxes coinciding with the year 4256 of the 
Julian period, 483 years calculated from, thaf time 
will carry us down to the . year 4739 of the same 
period, which the Dean n^aiutaios to be that fif*- 
teenth year of Tiberius Cesar mentioned by St 
Luke as being the year in which the ministry of the 
Gospel commenced by the preaching of John^ tiae 
Baptist our Saviour's forerunner * — The one. zt^ek, 
during which the Messiah was to p>ake fina: a co- 
.Tenant with many, and the kalfweek, in which he 
was to cause the sacrifice and oblation to ceas^ 
now remain to be accounted for. This single zx^eek 
Dr. Prrdeaux arranges immediately centecutive to 
the sixty nine weeks: and supposes it to opmnsenee 
with the first preaching of the Gospel by John the 
Baptist in the Julian year 4739 ; and to expire i|i 
the crucifixion in the Julian year 4746^ syfichrom- 
cally (as it necessarily must do, being the last week) 
m^the, seventy ^ meks. It Avas divided exactly voKf^ 

* Lukeiii*!*. 
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t#6 halves : for the ministry of John the feaptist 
lasted three yesyrs and a half, and the personal mi- 
nistry of our Lord himself lasted three years and a 
half more ; the two periods Conjointly making up 
seven years or . one week of years. The whole of 
the latter half week was employed in causing the 
eflicacy of the legal sacrifices to cease : ahci this was 
at length completed, and all the sacrifices of the law 
were rendered a dead letter, by the alone efficacious 
sacrifice of Christ upon the cross— But it is said, 
that Messiah should bie cut off after siMy twQ 
weeks ;\\idit is to say, after siocty two weeks added 
to seven weeks^ or aftef sixty nine weeks: here 
therefore a questioAl arises, how this declaration 
quadrates with an exposition, which places his cut- 
ting off at the end of the seoenty weeks ? Dr. Pri- 
deaux replies, that the word after must be under- 
stood in a large sense, as not denoting immediate ft/ 
cfter^ but some time after : and he argues, that such 
must necessarily be its meaning ; because otherwise 
we should make the coming of Christ (which is fixed 
to the end of the sixty two weeks subsequent to the 
seven weeks by the phrase unto the Messiah) coin- 
cident -with his cutting off, and thus allow no inter- 
mediate space for his ministf'y. 

The numerical part of the prophecy being thus 
arranged, he next discusses that part of it which 
relates to the sacking of Jerusalem by the Romans. 
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. TTie peofie qf the prince that should come he co»-' 
ceives to be the Roman armies ; and tke prince 
himself that should come^ their general Titus: Un- 
der his comniand, they overflowed Jud^a like a tor- 
renty and begirt Jerusalem with their ensigns, those 

. abominations of desolation^ which our Saviour, in 

. allusion to this prophecy, had forewarned his disci- 
ples of. 

With much that is excellent, this* scheme contains 
also some matters that are liable to objection — I. 
I cap see no reason, why we should suppose, that 
all the particulars enumerated in the exordium of 
tiie prophecy alike mark the ternmation of the sc^ 

yenty weefcs: it seems more agreeab^ to the lai^ 
guagp there used by, Daniel to conclude, that a pe- 
riod of seventy weeks^ reckoned from some edict to 
rebuild. the city, should comprehend ih^m aU; so 
that some one or more indeed should mark its tev^ 
ruination (for this is plainly and necessarily required 
by the very terms in which the prophecy is couchr 
ed), but that the remainder should occur during its 
h^gse and before its termination* *^ Seventy weeks 
are determined upon thy people and upon thy 
holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make 
" an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for ini- 
." quity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness, 
** and to seal up the vision and prophecy, and to 
*^ JUioint the most Holy/* Without at present dis^ 
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cussing the propriety of this version in all points, 
the most probable opinion that we can form of the 
meaning of the passage is^ that, of the several par- 
ticulars here enumerated, some should take place 
either earlier or later in the course of the seventy 
weeks^ and that others should take place ex^actly at 
their end, thus definitely marking their termination : 
and this, if I mistake not, we shall hereafter find 
to be the case=— 3L As I believe, that Dr. Prideaux 
has arranged several of the particulars erroneously 
by fixing them all equally to the close of the seventy 
weeks ; so I think, what indeed necessarily follows 
from this fatdty arrangemeht, that in more than one 
instance he has misunderstood their import — 3. His 
gloss upon the word ^^er, where it is said that 
** after threescore and two weeks Messiah shall be 
** cut off," is to me altogether unsatisfactory. He 
is perfectly right in supposing, that unto the Mes^ 
siah cannot possibly mean unto his death; and it is 
manifest, that they, who reckon the sixty nine weeks 
both unto the Messiah and unto his crucijimny 
either g^ve the phrase unto the Messiah a sense 
which it cannot bear,^ or allow no space for Christ's 
ministry : but still the question will recur, how far 
tiie plain words of the prophecy will authorise this 
gloss of Dr. Prideaux ? Wherever certain numbers 
are specified, our interpretation must be adapted to 
the plain letter of such specification i not the spe- 
cification 
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cification so explained away from its obvious m6an«f 
ing as to suit the interpretation which we may wish 
to adopt Nqw let any person judge, wheq it is 
said, that unto Messiah the prince there should be 
$even weeks and sia^ty (wo weeks ; and . when it ia 
next said, that Messiah should be cut off (as the 
original is rendered in our tratislation and as U i$ 
understood by Dr. Prideaux) after the sixty twa 
xveeks subsequent to the seven weeks : let any per-: 
son judge, whether the precise termination of the 
siJ^ty, two weeks is not plainly to be marked by the 
cutting off of the Messiah. I believe indeed, as I 
have already intimated, that the original phrase M 
improperly translated : but this clircumstatice doea 
in no wise affect the present arguoient. I^et the 
expression mean what it may, the event described 
by it, whether it be the death of the Messiah or 
something else, must either completely take place (if 
it be momentary in its nature), or begin to take place 
(if it be not momentary in its nature), precisely at 
the expiration of the sixty tXi>o ^e;e^A:^ subsequent to 
the seven weeks. By understanding the word after 
ini what Dr. Prideaux calls a large sense^ we dc-! 
stroy all the defmiteness of a numerical prophecy ; 
for \i were of little use to specify the number sijcty 
^wa, if after shty two weeks meant no more than 
indefinitely subsequent to them. Such an explana-i 
tion wbpllj destroys that prepision of phraseology 

necessary 
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necessary to render any language certainly intelli- 
gible. Were we to say, that Charles the second of 
England succeeded to the throne after his father's 
death, we should not, it is true, speak an absolute 
fcdsehoad: but who does not perceive, that we 
should express ourselves with 5uch.a strange degree 
of inaccuracy as no language can tolerate j who 
does not perceive, that in this sense of the word 
ufter we might say with equal truth that the third 
George reigned xifter the first Charles ? Since the 
death of our Saviour takes place (according to Dn 
Prideaux) at the end of ihe seventy weeks^ it is in- 
credible, that the prophet, if speaking of that death 
in the phrase which is rendered Messiah shall be 
cut ofy should declare that it should occur after 
mxty two weeks subsequent to seven zveeks, when he 
might «o easily have expressed himself with perfect 
accuracy by foreteliing that it should happen after 
^ij^ti/ three weelis subsequent to seven weeks^ thus 
by the definite word after fixing it precisely to the 
termination of the sewnty weeks^ If the death of 
Christ then be meant by the original phrase which 
our version renders Messiah shall be cut of\ it cer- 
tainly must be fixed (as Bp. Lloyd, Mr. Marshal!, 
and Mr. Butt, rightly maintain) to the termination 
of the siscty two weeks subsequent to the seven 
weekSf that is to say, to the termination of the sijcty 
ni^w weeks. But, in this case^ the objection to their 

hypothesis^ 
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hypothesis, which I have already noticed, will still 
recuc: by acknowledging (as they must do) that 
the sixty mne weeks reach unto the Messiah^ and by 
yet placing the death of the Messiah at the end of 
the sixty nine weeks j they are compelled to interpret 
unto the Messiah as denoting unto the death of the 
Messiah ; an interpretation, which the usage of no 
language will tolerate. In short, both schemes are 
equally objectionable in this particular, though on 
different accounts.. The one produces a consistent 
and rational explanation indeed, but which*the let* 
ter of the prophecy will not warrant. The other 
proposes to adhere to the letter of the prophecy, 
and interprets the word after as it doubtless ought 
to be interpreted ; but it produces an explanatioi^ 
which the phraseology of no language will bear, be- 
cause it makes unto the Messiah to mean unto the 
death of the Messiah. Nor yet, after all, does it 
adhere to the letter of the prophecy, though it daims 
to do so as its peculiar and exclusive excellence. 
As I have already observed, instead of placing the 
death of Christ precisely at the end of the sixty nine 
weeksy which the word after requires if his death be 
spoken of in the phrase rendered Messiah shall be 
cut 0^, it makes the sixity nine weeks expire little 
less than a year before the crucifixion* — 4. So 
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• Mr. Marshall objects, at considerable length and vnth 
much force of argument, to this unwarrantable gloss of Dr. 
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again : Dr. Prideaux supposes the prince that shall 
come, who is mentioned in the jS6th verse,, to bo 

Titus; 

* 

Prideaux upon the word after. He observes also, and with 
equal justice, that the system of Mr. Lancaster, which places 
(as we shall shortly see) the cutting qff^ of the Messiah in the 
middle of the last week and therefore three years and a half 
subsequent to the expiration of the sixty nine weeks, is sirai- 
larly unwarrantable, though not to so great an extent. He 
might also have extended his censure to Sir Isaac Newton, Pe- 
tavius, and Usher; the two last of which writers, like Mr. 
Lancaster, place the deatlx of Christ about half a prophetic week 
after the end of the sixty nine weeks. He does not however 
seem at all to consider, that his arguments may be turned 
against himself. His own hypothesis is equally objectionable 
in kindy though npt in degree j with those which he so justly 
censures. He, in common with all fhese authors, supposes, 
that the original- expression ought, to be translated Messiah' 
shall be cut o^;:and thence, upon such a supposition, unan- 
swerably maintains, that the cutting off of the Messiah is fixed 
by tne preposition after to the termination of the sixty nine 
weeks. Yet does he place the crucifixion, not precisely at the 
end of the sixty nine weeksy but eleven months after their end. 
In short, the only difference is this : Dr. Prideaux places the 
cutting off of the Messiah seven years after the expiration of 
the sixty nine weeks ; Petavius, Abp. Usher, and Mr. Lancas- 
ter, about half a prophetic week ; Sir Isaac Newton, the whole 
duration of Christ's life ; and Bp. Lloyd, Mr. Marshall, and 
Mr. Butt, about eleven months* If the preposition after is to 
be understood as definitely marking the end of the sixty nine 
weekSf which Mr. Marshall argues unanswerably to be the 
case ; then his hypothesis is untenable even upon his own prin-* 
ciples. After his just, though somewhat vehement, censure of 
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7ltM ; and yet conceives, that the person who is rt 
^confirm the c&venant with many for one weeky 
spoken of in the 27th verse, is Christ. This the 
context of the passage will not allow, as must, I 
think, appear to any person who attentively consi- 
ders it. " After threescore and two weeks shall 



Dr. Prideaux's large ^emt of the word afUr^ it is not a little 
cunous to observe himself claiming to take a sinulary, though 
not quite so extensive, a liberty with this same "word. " Since," 
5ays he, " we find these words literally and expressly in the 
^ praphecy, After threescore and two weeks shall Messiah be cut 
** eff, we are necessarily tied down to the cutting off' of the Mes* 
" siah^ if not strictly and immediaiely after the very day of their 
**• expiration, however so far forth after ^ as that it was impos- 
** sible for so much as one whole year of another xjDcek to pass 
*' away without the accomplishment of this grand event of this 
^ predicted period." The meaning of which in plain English 
is this : it is perfectly warrantable to extend the signification 
of cfter nearly a whole year, because such extension is neces* 
4ary for Mr. Marshall's hypothesis ; but it is quite unwarrant- 
able in others to extend it three years and a half or seven 
years. Yet who does not see, that, if not Dr. Prideaux, yet 
Petavius, Usher, and Lancaster, might have argued with little 
less speciousness, that the death of the Messiah was so tied 
down by the text to the end of the sixty nine weeks, that he 
must be cut off, " if not strictly and immediately after the very 
" day of their expiration, however so far forth after, ^ that it 
** was impossible for so much as another whole week to pass 
** away without the accomplishment of this great event of thi$ 
" predicted period ?" See Marshall's Treatise on the seventy 
weeks, p. 200—215. 

^^ Messiah 
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^^ Messiah be cut off, but not for hinidelf : itnd thd 
^^ people of llie prince that shall come shall destroy 
'^ the city and the sanctuary ; and the end thereof 
^' shall be with a flood, and unto the end of the 
^^ war desolations arp determined. And he shall 
^' con^rm the covenant with many for one week x 
^^ and in the midst of the week ha shall cause the 
^' sacrifice and oblation to cease, and for the over* 
^' spreading of abominations he shall make it deso** 
*^ late even until the consummation, and that de« 
^ termined shall be poured upon the desolate." 
Now, unless we suppose Daniel to pass in a most 
unaccountable mannei; from Titus the prince that 
^hqul4 came to Christ who confirms the covenant^ 
imd then from Christ who confirms the covenant to 
Titus who makes it desolate, we must allow, that 
the prince that should come (whoever he may be) 
is the person unifornily spoken of from the first 
mention of him to the end of the prophecy. And, 
in that case, if the prince that should come be Titus, 
then T^tus must be alike the person who confirms 
the covenant with many and the person who makes 
it desolate. Dr. Prideaux's interpretation therefore 
of the prince that should come necessarily overturns 
his interpretation oithe one week (for the two can- 
not stand together), and would compel us rather 
to refer that one week (namely the seventieth week) 
|o the era of the Jewish war, as Bp. Lloyd, Mn 

• ^ Marshall, 
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Marshall, and Mr. Butt (though ^dth some varia- 
tions), do refer it: but then, as I have already 
stated, by adopting this latter hypothesis, we sepa- 
rate ihe one week from the sixty nine weeks^ and 
thus make in the chronology of the prophecy a 
break which seems to me intolerable — 5. There is 
another capital objection to the scheme of Dr. Pri- 
deaux* He understands the abolition of the sacri^ 
^fice and oblation in the half week to mean tlie spirit 
tual abolition of the Le'oitical sacrifices^ first by the 
preaching of our Lord during the latter half of the 
seventieth week, but chiefly by his one sacrifice of 
himself at the end of it. Now the plain untortured 
context of the passage will compel any unpreju- 
diced person to conclude that this abolition synchro* 
nizes with what in our version is rendered and for 
the overspreading of abominations he shall make it 
desolate. But this latter clause must relate, as Du 
Prideaux himself justly explains it, to the era of 
the Jewish war in which Jerusalem was sacked by 
Titus. Therefore, since the former clause evidently 
describes something synchronical, the abolition of 
the sacrifice, thus synchronizing with the siege of 
Jerusalem^ musi; mean the literal abolition if the 
Leoitical sacrifices, which (as it is well known) was 
then effected. In this manner accordingly it is 
very properly interpreted by lioyd, Marshall, Butt, 
Mede, Scaliger, and (as we sh^ll presently see) hy 

Blayney 
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Bteyney— 6, It may finally be objected to Dr. Pri- 
deaux, that he understands the rebuilding of Jera- 
salem Jigurc^voely, instead of literally ; axid that 
he makes the Julian year 4739 to synchroBize wil^ 
the fifteenth year of Tiberius when John is said by 
St Luke to have commenced his ministry, wherec^ 
according to Ptolemy it synchronizes with the twelfth 
year of that prince : but, as I think turn right in 
both these particulars, I shall reserve niy defence of 
them to a future part of this work. 

3. Cornelius a Lapide, after discussing other 
systems, gives the preference to that which coni>- 
putes the seventy weeks from the seventh year of 
Artaxerxes. He asserts however,, that not . the se- 
verity weeks themselves, but that sixty nine weeks 
and a half^ expire with the crucifixion ; by whicb 
great eventhe thus supposes the Levitiical sacrifices 
to have been spiritually abolished in the middle of 
the seventieth week. This arrangement of the cru* 
cifixion fixes the baptism of Christ to about the ter- 
jnination of tike sixty nine weeks. Hence he argues, 
that untQ the Messiah^ by which he undei'stand$ 
unto the commencement of the personal ministry of 
the Messiaky there were sixty nine weeks agreeably 
to the declaration of the prophecy *• 

* Carn«i. a Lapid. Comi&ent. in Dan, in loc» p. 1353» 

This 
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This scheme, were it chronologically accurate^ 
would certainly be less objectionable than some 
others : but the misfortune is, that it 10 built upon 
a gross error in calculation*. Between the enacting 
of the. decree of. Artaxerxes in the seventh year of 
his reign and the crucifixion of the Messiah, there 
are not sirty nine weeks and a half or 4 SSI* years, 
but precisely Beocnty weeks or 490 years.' / 

IV. A fourth class of commentators would adopt 
the first year of Cyrus fua the date of the prophecy, 
an opinion anciently advanced by Eusebius and 
•Clemens Alexandrinus, 

1. Among these Dr, Blayney, the late eminently 
learned professor of Hebrew in the University of 
Oxford, has proposed an interpretation which differs 
radically and essentially from all those that have 
hitherto been considered, inasmuch as it is founded 
on a complete alteration of the numbers which here- 
tofore have been the basis of every exposition. His 
authority for this alteration is partly the Greek ver- 
sion of Daniel hy the lxx, the manuscript of which 
has long been sought after^ and has at length been 
discovered ih the Chigian library at Rome*; and 
partly conjectural emendations of this version, de- 

• I have already observed, that the Greek version, which 
^nerally Jjears the Qame of the lxx, seems to have been the 
work of Theodotion. 

duced 



( iS9 ) 

tluced ID a measure from t»ro Hebrew manus- 
cripts** 



• My remarks on Dr. Blayney's interpretation will be ter^ 
^ered more clear by f xKibittiig in one point of tow his trans* 
.Jation of the prophecy^ . : , 

Q4t» Weeks sufficient have been terminated (or completed) 
upon iKy people and upon thy holy city, to check the revolt, 
and to put an end to sins, ind to make atonement for' iniquity, 
••ad to iiring agaii^ the righteousn^s of ancient tiiiies, and to 
seal {tkat m, authenticate) the divine .ora^)e and the pn^- 
jpliet» and tp anoint {that w, sanctify apew) the mpst holy 
things, 

* 2i. And thou shalt know and understand, that from the 
•J^ing ft>rtt of a decree to rebuild Jeruisalem unto the Messiah 
:the Prince shall be seventy and seven weeks and- threescom 
.and twp years: it shall be rebuilt, still enlarging^ it^lf and be- 
coming more and more considerable, even amidst times of di^« 
Iress^ 

20. And, after the times seventy and seven and threescore 
»nd two, Messiah =shall cut off from belonging to him both thfe 
x:ity and.the sanctuary; the prince that sh^l coihe ^hall d^« 
stroy tl^e people;, and the cutting off therepC shall be ;with a 
flood Qhat », a hostile invasion); and unto. the ejnd of a war 
carried on with rapidity shall be desolations. 

S7'' But he shall toiifirm a covenant {or mike a firm cove- 
nant) with many for one week : and in the midst of the wedc 
ike $haU cause the sacrifice and meti,tH)fkring tqee«ie; and 
the abomination of desolation shall be upon the border {thai is, 
encompassing and pressing close upon the city and the t^m* 
pie) ; and an utter end, even a speedy one {or even until aa 
utter end, and that a speedy one), shall be poured upon the 
desolated* 

Instead 
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Instead of the numbers seven and sixty two in 
the 25 th verse, and the number sLrty two in the 
Sl6th verse, the translation in question reads in both 
places seventy seven and sLvty two*; adding in one 
of the places the word times t , to the number se^ 
vent 7/ seven, and in the other place the word years'^ 
to the number sirty two. In this translation there-* 
fore, the reading in the 25 th verse is seventy seoen 
times and sixty two; and that in the 26th verse, ^e- 
venty seoen and sixty two years. 

Of neither of these readmgs much sense can be 
made: Dr. Blayney therefore, to improve them, 
lias recourse to conjectural emendation, resting how>- 
ever in part upon a very ancient manuscript in the 
JSodleian library catalogued Laud A. 162, and pre* 
sumed to be not less than 800 years old That ma« 
nuscript, in the 25th verse, prefixes 1 to D*{8?{8^, and 
substitutes the word il^K^ for the word Tnf2tff: sothat^ 
instead of tD^ittn tD^tt^ttf tD^V2ttr\ nV^ttf D^V^B^, 
which both our traaslation, and every one of the anci* 
ent versions §, renders seven weeks and sixty and two 
weelts, it reads Xy^m D^B^B^l Xyv:Lm n^Vf D^VaBf, 
seventy years and weeks, both sixty and two. The 
' first reading then of the Chigian Greek manuscripl^ 

% At least so the Syriac and Arabic read in the Latin tran* 
slationt of them. 

in 
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in the '9,5ih verse, is seventy/ seven tiynes and sia'ty 
two : its second reading, in the 26th verse, is se- 
venty seven and sixty two years : and the reading 
of the Laud Bodleian Hebrew manuscript is ^e- 
venty years and weeks both sixty and txvo. Out of 
these three readings Dr. Blayney selects, by the aid 
of conjecture, what he maintains to have been the 
genuine original reading of the 25 th verse, seventy 
and ieven weeks and threescore and two years. 

The ti*ue reading of the 9,6th verse he supposes 
to be the times seventy and seven and threescore and 
two. This slight difference between the readings 
in the two verses, which (as he rightly observes) 
must be understood to speak of one and the same 
period, he makes on the authority of another ancient 
Bodleian manuscript catalogued Huntingdon^ No* 
12, which immediately subsequent to nni<1 and 
after inserts D^n^n the times. This reading he 
conceives to be the origin of the xa»/>af in the Chi^ 
gian Greek manuscripts 

The seventy weeks in the 24th Verse, with which 
the propihecy (^ens, still remain to be accounted 
for. Here Dr. Blayney makes no alteration in the 
original expression, except reading the first word 
D^yi^Bf instead of D^yntJ^, which is warranted by 
the collation of Dr. Kennicott and de Rossi^ and 
which the Masoretic punctuation considers as the 
proper reading. But) instead of translating it weeks 

3M seventy,, 



( 162 ) 

secenty^ he renders it weeks sufficient. To tfte \tvh 
■|nn3 in connection with it he ascribes, what un- 
doubtedly appears to be its primitive import, the 
sense of cutting ; but he supposes it here to denote 
cutting off in the sense of Jinishing. Hence he 
translates the whole clause weeks sufficient have 
been finished or terminated. 

On these important alterations he builds the io\* 
lowing exposition. 

Instead of considering the sufficient weeks pro* 
spectively, as all those interpreters do who render 
the original expression seventy weeks, he conceives 
them to mean the seventy years of desolations spoken 
of at the beginning of the chapter *, which were on 
the point of terminating at the time when the pro- 
phecy was delivered. Hence he necessarily consi- 
ders all the particulars ascribed to the sufficient 
weeks and enumerated in the 24th verse, as accom- 
plished at the expiration of the Babylonian captivity 
of seventy years — ^To establish this hypothesis, he 
translates the first clause oi that verse to check the 
revolt instead of to finish the transgression; observ- 
ing very justly, that ytffQ " is not a generic term 
for eoery transgression, but marks that particu- 
lar species which consists in withdrawing the al- 
legiance that is due to a lawful sovereign.'' 

• 

f Dan, ix. 2^ 

Now; 
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Mowj the cohstitutioii of Israel being a theocracy^ 
idolatry, which was practised so constantly by the 
people l&efore.the captivity, was strictly a revolt 
from their heavenly king. But, after their return 
from captivity, they did not, at least nationally and 
gtnerally they did not, relapse into their former 
idolatrous practices *. So far therefore tht seoenty 
years desolation of Jerusalem might properly be 
said to have been designed to check the I'evolt — 
The three next clauses he renders to put an end to 
sinSf and to make atmiemettt for iniquity ^ arid to 
bring again the righteousness of ancient times. 
These particulars, thus linked together, he considers 
as " so perfectly corresponding with the design of 
" every wise and good governor in inflicting punish- 
*^ ment) that no argument seems necessary to jus- 
tify their application to that severe but whole- 
some discipline, with which God had been pleased 



it 



* Dr. Blayney states the matter in far tdo unqualified t«rms^ 
when he says, " After the return of the Jews from Babylon^ 
*' we do not find that they ever again relapsed into their for* 
'* mer idolatrous courses/' As a nation they might not, not 
tnight idolatry be ever again puhUclj/ establMed and iupported 
by the governnient : butj as Bp. Horslcy observes^ ** from tht 
'* time of Antiochus Epiphanes to the last moments of the 
*' Jewish polity, there was a numerous and pov/erful faction 
** among them, which in every thing affected the Greek man*- 
" ncrs ; and the Helleni:»ing party were idolaters to a man*T 
translation of Hosea. p. 8. 

M 3 " tqt 
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" to visit and chastise his chosen people in the tem^ 
" porary deisolation of their country *" — The fifth 
clause he translates to seal the divine oracle and the 
prophet. By the prophet here mentioned, he un- 
derstands Jeremiah, who was commissioned to de- 
liver the prophecy of the seventy years captivity ; 
and, by sealing the oracle and the prophet who re- 

* In explaining himself naare particularly, Dr* Blayncy af- 
terwards says, " If the punishment inflicted on the Jews proved 
** the means of recovering them from their backslidings and 
** idolatry, of expiating their iniquity, ^nd working in them fL 
" thorough reformation and amendment, it would of course 
** be a means of restoring them to the divine favour" (Dissert. 
OB ihe seventy weeks, p. 22.). Now, although Ibd be not al- 
ways used ift the Levitical sense of atonement by vicariovs expi- 
atory sacrifice ; yet, since the £ngUsh expression to make atone'- 
mentfor iniquity seems (in treating of theoiogic'al subjects) to 
be limited to the strict Levitical acceptation of the verb, I can- 
not refrain from thinking, that, as the professor evidently ui^ 
derstands it extra-levitically, he would have acted more ju- 
diciously had he translated it differently. His present version 
of it, when explained by the accompanying gloss, might cer- 
tainly lead an incautious reader to suppose, that Dr. Blayncy 
was inclined to advocate the »trange crude notion which we 
sometimes hear advanced, that our sirfferings^ here make a sort 
of atonement for the sins which toe may have committed ^ that m 
consequence of them tee shall be punished less severely hereafter^ 
that this world in short is a kind of terrestrial purgatory. I 
think indeed, that the clause oi^ht to be translated as £>f» 
Blayney has translated it ; but then I think likewise, tba^t i4 
ought to be understood in a very different mannerr 

vealed 
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x^aled it, he conceives to be meant the authenticate 
iug their truth ; which was done, when the predic- 
tion was accomplished by the commencement of the 
restoration of Judah and of the rebuilding of the 
temple and city in the first year of Cyrus — The last 
clause he translates to anoint the most holy things. 
This he applies to the sanctifying anew of the tern* 
pie and sacred vessels* 

He now proceeds to the date of the vision as 
mentioned in connection with the numbers seventy 
seven weeks and threescore and two years, which he 
substitutes for those that occur in the 25th verse — 
The period so specified he computes from the first 
year of Cyrus, when the original decree respecting 
the rebuilding of the temple and city was enacted. 
Now seventy seven prophetic weeks are equal to 
539 years. Consequently, if we compute this num- 
ber of years from the year A. C. 536, which is al- 
lowed to be ttie date of the decree of Cyrus, we 
shall come to the fourtli year of the Christian era. 
But the birth of Christ (he says) is generally ac- 
knowledged to have been in the third or fourth year 
before the commencement of that era. It will fall 
therefore within the courae of the seventy seventh 
week — As he supposes, that the seventy seven weeks 
are to be reckoned to the nativity of Christ or his 
first coming in the flesh ; so he conceives, that the 
sixty two years are to be reckoned forward to his. 

figurative 
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figurative coming to destroy Jerusalem *. If there* 
fore we compute sixty two years from the termina* 
tion of the seventy seven weeks in the year of our 
Lord 4, we shall be brought to the year 66, the very 
yectr in which the Jewish war broke out. 

During the whole qf the compound period seventy 
seven weeks and si^vty tzvo yearsy the rebuilding of 
Jerusalem was going on in troublous times ; for, 
notwithstanding it was five times taken in the course 
of it, it continued to incresise in consideration, until, 
at the era when it was sacked by Titus, it had at-* 
tained to such a pitch of splendor, magnificence, 
and strength, as it had never known before even 
under the most powerful ^nd independent of its 
monarchs. 

In the 26th verse, the same numbers seventy 
seven and sixty two again occur, though with a tri- 
fling difference in the phraseology, the general ex^ 
pression times^ according to Dr. Blayney's emenda- 
tion, being connected with thein both. Our com-* 
inon version here reads, that, after the period spe-s 
cified, whatever it may he, Messiah shall be cut offy 
but not for himself; and* 'the people of the prince 
that shall come shall destroy the city and the sane- 
tuary: but Dr. Blayney ti'anslates the passage, 
Messiah shall cut off from belonging to him both 

f Matt. XTi. 28, xxir. 3, 
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the city and the sanctuary ; the prince that shall 
come shall destroy the people. Accordingly, in the 
course of the Jewish war, which commenced at the 
end of the seventy seven weeks and sixty two years, 
Christ, the predicted Prince that should come, cut 
off from belonging to him both the city and the 
sanctuary, and by the instrumentality of the Ro- 
mans overwhelmed the people with a tremendous 
destruction. 

Yet, nevertheless, for one week he was to confirm 
the covenant with many. This single week Dr. 
Blayney applies to the seven years of the Jewish 
war, commencing exactly where the sixty-two years 
terminated. The many he supposes to be the 
Christians, shut up for a season with the Jews in 
Jerusalem/ The covenant is our Lord's assurance, 
that, though the unbelievers should be swallowed up 
in the days of vengeance, not a hair of their heads 
should perish *. Accordingly, as it is well known, 
after Cestius had invested Jerusalem and had shut 
up nearly the whole nation within its walls assem^ 
bled together at the feast of tabernacles, he sud- 
denly in a most unaccountable manner withdrew 
his troops to a distance, and tlius gave the Chris- 
tians an opportunity of availing themselves of their 

* Luke xxi. 18, 19, 

Lord'» 
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Lord's admonition and of making their escape from 
that devoted city. 

In the midst of the week however, Messiabi, by 
the agency of his instruments, was to cause tlie sa-^ 
crifice and oblation to cease. Thus, in the middle 
of the seven years *, Jerusalem was taken and de-^ 
stroyed, the temple burnt, and an end for ever put 
to the Levitical service f. ' 

(1.) That the praise of no ordinary ingenuity is 
due to this interpretation, and that it obviates many 
difficulties which every other may be charged with, 
few will be disposed to deny : but to admit it re- 
quires a spirit of adventurous criticism, which I 
freely acknowledge myself at least not to possess* 
Yet I would not rashly throw aside an hypothesis, 
merelif because it is deeply tinctured with this spirit. 
So much have the interests of sacred literature been 
promoted by the labours of a professor, whose losa 
Js still deplored in the University to which he was 
so bright an ornament, that nothing which he has 
advanced ought to be lightly regarded. Let us 
then examine, with caution and sobriety, how far 
we are warranted in admitting or rejecting the gi- 

* That is, as Dr. Blayney allows, ahaut the middle. The 
fact is, according to his arrangement of the seven years of the 
Jewish war, the daily sacrifice ceased at the beginning of th« 
fifth year. 

4 Blayney's Dissert, on the seventy weeks, 

ganUg 
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gantic alterations which Dr. Blayney has pro* 
posed. 

We may first observe, that no one manuscript 
authorises them in toto : they are culled in a man- 
ner perfectly arbitrary from three different manu- 
scripts and the common Hebrew text. The first of 
the manuscripts reads seventy seven times and sixty 
two J and seventy seven and sixty two years* ; the 
second reads seventy years and weeks both sixty 
and tzvo-\; and the third reads, in the 26th verse, 
the times the weeks sixty and two'\,: while the read- 
ing of our common Hebrew bibles, in the 25th verse 
where the full number is given, is weeks seven ajid 
weeks sixty and two. From all these Dr. Blayney 
selects at pleasure the reading seventy seven weeks 
and sixty txvo years for the 25th verse, and the read- 
ing the times seventy seven and sixty two for the 
86th verse — Nor does he select the constituent 
members of these two approved readings from the 
precise places where they stand in the manuscripts. 
The word times occurs in the Chilian manuscript 
iq the 25th verse : in the Huntingdon Bodleian m^- 

* The Chigian Greek MS. of the lxx. 

+ Heb. MS. Bodleian, catalogued Laud A. l6?. 

% Heb. MS. Bodleiaii. catalogued Huntingdon. No. 12, 
This (nanuscript, Dr. Blayney says, inserts the times immediv 
^tely after the word after* 

nuscriptj 
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nuscript, it occurs in the 26th verse *. Dr. Blay- 
ney rejects it from his reading in the 25tb verse, 
and adopts it in his reading in the 26th verse — The 
Chigian manuscript omits years after sixty two in 
the 25th verse, and places it after sixty two in the 
S6th verse: the Laud Bodleian manuscript omits 
years after sixty two^ and substitutes it for seven 
after seventy : the Huntingdon Bodleian manuscript 
omits it altogether. Dr. Blayney refuses to substi- 
tute it for seven and to place it after seventy on the 
authority of the Laud Bodleian manuscript, or to 
place it after the full number seventy seven ; but 
places it exclusively after sixty two — The word 
weeks no where occurs in the Chigian manuscript : 
but, in the Laud Bodleian manuscript, it is attached 
to the second number sixty two^ while the years are 
said to be seventy. Dr. Blayney places weeks after 
the first number, which he xtdAs seventy seven; and 

♦ I strongly suspect, that the word C3»nyn the times, which 
occurs in this manuscript immediately after the word after at 
the begiuning of the 26th verse, and which Pr. Blayney con^ 
siders ^s a reading of no small importance, has crept into the 
text solely through the error of some careless transcriber who 
wrote the manuscript in question. It is observable, that 
G3*n^n is the last word in the 95th verse. The eye of the 
transcriber glancing upon it as he was bsginning to copy the 
£6th verse, he has a second time written it through inadver- 
tency after nriHI, where it ought not to have been written^ 
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ymrs^ after the second number sixty two—'^o^ 
purely the whole of this must, be considered as 
purely arbitrary and uncertain ; and we can place 
little reliance upon readings, thus culled at plea- 
sure, and combined into a sentence which we are 
required to receive as the genuine declaration of 
God's Holy Spirit. How much indeed Dr. Blay- 
pey is compelled to have recourse to conjecture,, and 
how little satisfied he is with the Chigian manus- 
cript in its present form, is manifest from his owa 
testimony respecting it. *' In it," says he, *^'though 
*^ there appears much mangling, interpolation, and 
** transposition, some valuable readings Jiave been 
^' preserved." 

We may mxt observe, that, when alterations of 
such magnitude and importance as the present are 
proposed to us, it is natural to inquire whether they 
are warranted by any of the ancient versions : for 
the testimony of no manuscript now extant, nor the 
authority of a jingle version like that contained in 
the Chigian manuscrijit, c^n be allowed to weigh 
figainst the united authority of the Hebrew text and 
all the other ancient versions, supposing them to 
agree on the point in question. Now the common 
Hebrew text, and all the ancient versions, except 
that of the lxx adduced by Dr. Blayney and supr 
posed to be contained in the Chigian manuscript, 
4o agre^ op the point in (juestion \ for they uni- 
formly 
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formly read in the 25th verse seven weeks ana iivfj 
two weeks ; and, though the common Hebrew &a4 
some of the versions give the number imperfectly 
in the 26th verse reading there only sixty two weeks, 
this manifest omission is supplied by the Arabic and 
the Greek version of Aquila, both of which read 
seven weeks and slvty ixvo weeks as in tlie 25th 
verse. To this may be * added the testimony of 
Africanus and the other ancient expositors, all of 

* 

whom construct their interpretations on the suppo- 
. sition that the genuine reading is seven weeks and 
slvtxf two weeks. Before we adopt Dr. Blayney's 
emendations, which after all, in tlie form in which 
he exhibits them, occur in no one version and in 
no one manuscript: before, under such circum- 
stances, we adopt Dr. Blayney s emendations in 
direct opposition to a whole cloud of witnesses, * WQ 
may, to say the least, be allowed to hesitate. 

We may further observe, that, in comparing to- 
gether the merits of -various readings, it is a good 
rule to adopt that, which seems to be most imperii 
ously required by the concinnity of the whole pas* 
sage. Now the expression X^VIVJ D^yiHty in the 
24th verse is uniformly rendered by all the ancient 
versions, and by every expositor except Dr. Blay- 
ney, seventy weeks. Afterwards, according to the 
comiron Hebrew and every ancient version except 
that contained in the Chigian manuscript, we recid 

of 
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of seven weeks j sixty two weeksy and one week. Here 
we may note three circumstances : 1 . that the 24th 
verse is apparently a sort of prologue to the whole 
prophecy, in which the largest and therefore proba- 
bly the leading number is given, and after which 
Daniel proceeds to the subdivisions of his subject; 
2. that, when he proceeds to these subdivisions, we 
find three smaller numbers, which jointly make up 
the precipe sum of the larger number in the pro- 
logue ; and 3. that one uniform notation of time, 
that by weeks^ is used throughout. Let us put these 
circumstances together ; and then judge, . whether 
there be not strong internal evidence, that the pas- 
sage in which they all meet, as exhibited in the 
common Hebrew and all the ancient versions ex- 
cept that in the Chigian manuscript, contains the 
genuine readings of all the numbers. But, in Dr. 
Blayney's emendations, we discover no such con- 
cinnity, no such internal evidence of authenticity. 
If tyy^Xif D^yi2{y be translated seventy weeks, as 
I think the subsequent context, in which weeks are 
so frequently mentioned, seems most naturally to 
require ; it then plainly cannot be applied to the 
Babylonian captivity, and no less plainly cannot 
comprehend the larger numbers which (according 
to Dr. Blayney's emendations) are mentioned sub- 
sequently to it. Nor is this the sole objection: 
instead of the simplicity of only one mode of com* 

putation. 
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putation, that by weeks^ the prophet is made lo 
adopt the complexity of a double mode of compu- 
tation, that by weeks and by years. From this 
statement let any unprejudiced critic decide, whether 
the commonly received readings, or those proposed 
by Dr. Blayney, bear upon them the most unequi- 
vocal marks of genuineness. 

Lastly we may observe, that the question is iiS 
reality reduceable to this : whether we are to cor- 
rect the common Hebrew text by the numbers re- 
cited in the Chigian manuscript, provided we can^^ 
not satisfactorily account for the appearance o( 
such numbers in a Greek translation ; or whethei* 
we are to retain the numbers recited in the common 
Hebrew text, provided we can satisfactorily ac-» 
count for those which appear in the Chigian ma- 
nuscript« To a reader unacquainted with the He-» 
brew language it will doubtless seem passing strange, 
that, without some wry great corruption in the ori* 
ginal text, any Greek translator could metamor^ 
phose seoen weeks and sixty and two weeks into se- 
venty and ^eoen times and sixty and two in the 25th 
verse, and into seventy and seoen and sixty and two 
years in the 26th verse ; for such are the two Chi^ 
gian readings, which form the basis of Dr. Blay- 
ney's proposed emendations. This however might 
easily have been done by a person who read thef 
Hebrew precisely as it now occurs in the 25tb 

8 verse : 
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verse : nor is there any occasion to impeach the in- 
tegrity of the prcseM text, in order to account for 
the numbers seventy and seven and sixty and two 
which occur in the Chigian Greek manuscript. 

The word D^yiBf, written as it is written in the 
prophecy of the seventy weeks without the medial 
servile VaUj may signify either weeks or seventy ; 
and the word ty^ttf niay, in a similar manner, sig- 
nify either years or two. From this ambiguity, 
when the Masoretic points are thrown out of the 
question, I have little doubt that the translation in 
the Chigian manuscript has originated. The fol*' 
lowing is the manner in which I account for its ap^ 
pearance. 

The passage, that contains the ambiguous 
words D*ViB^ and D^JB^, stands thus, in our 
common Hebrew bibles, in the 25th verse; 

Doen tiw^ D^vnjyi ny^a^ ryyytf: and i 

believe, that Daniel wrote it in the same form in 
the 26th verse, though it now occurs there in a 
mutilated and defective shape ''^. This passage^ 
Agreeably to all the ancient versions except the 
Chigian, and agreeably to the manner in which it 
was understood by Africanus and other early com*' 

* This opinion is confirmed by the circumstance of the C(mH 
plete reading being preserved in the 26th verse, the same as itt 
tbe 251b, by the Arabic and the Greek of Aquila. 

mentatQrs, 
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mentators, is rendered in our English version seveH 
weeks and threescore and two weeks : yet, if we dis* 
regard the points which are acknowledged to be .of 
no authority, we may translate it weeks seven and 
seventy sisty and two. Let. us suppose then, that 
the author of the Chigian version thus at first ren* 
dered the passage both in the 25th verse and in the 
26th verse: and we immediately have the very 
numbers^ which now appear in that translation, arid 
which are patronized by Dr. Blayney. Let us ne;kt 
suppose, that some subsequent copyer, upon turn- 
ing to the original, observed the word D^Jty ; and, 
conceiving it to mean yearsy added the word years 
after sixty and two in the 26th verse; but neglected 
to add it in the 25th verse : and we then obtain one 
of the substantives of the Chigian version. Let us 
further suppose, that another copyer, whose eye 
happened to glance on times^ the last word of the 
25tli verse, carelessly substituted it for weeks : and 
we then obtain the other substantive of the Chicrian 

o 

version. 

§ 

Thus, by a mere mistranslation of the present 
Hebrew text, we may produce the very numbers^ 
which appear in the Chigian . version, and which 
constitute the foundation of by far the most impor- 
tant part of Dr. Blayney 's hypothesis : and thus, by 
supposing two corruptions to have taken place in 
the primary translation, both of which are easily 

accounted 
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accounted for, we may produce the two mbstarh 
fives, which now appear in that version, and whicl^ 
in his amended readings he has conjecturally dis« 
posed as might best suit his intended explanation. 
Since then he allows (what indeed is sufficiently 
apparent) that the Chigian manuscript has beea - 
grievously mangled and interpolated, and since his 
favourite readings may be thus easily obtained 
without impeaching the integrity of the common 
Hebrew text, I cannot persuade myself to give up 
that text ia favour of what I believe to be a corrupt 
tion of a mistranslation. 

(2.) But let us for a moment concede to Dr. 
Blayney all that he could wish; let us allow his 
emendations to exhibit the genuine autograph of 
Daniel, though they appear not in the precise form 
in which he brings them forward in any one manus- 
cript or version : the propriety of his exposition will 
still remain to be considered. Let us then, ac- 
knowledging for the sake of argument the validity 
of his premises, proceed to discuss the exposition 
founded upon them. 

In order to be able to consider what is usually 
translated seventy weeks retrospectively. Dr. Blay- 
ney renders the original expression sufficient weeks, 
and supposes it to denote the period of the Babylo^ 
nian captivity then on the point of expiring. On 
thi« it may be remarked, that such a mode of speak- 
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iHg of a past period is unknown in Scripture, and 
even in the translation sounds most singularly harsh 
and unnatural. It may also be remarked, that, if 
such really be Daniel's meaning, he has chosen the 
most inconvenient phraseology to express it that 
could possibly have been devised. Since the word 
weeks occurs so frequently in connection with the 
numbers specified in the subsequent context, few 
translators would ever imagine, that by the original 
tvord ty)fyftf attached to the same word weeks in 
tlie opening of the prophecy he meant us to under* 
stand, wot seventy which is a number, hnt sufficient 
T^hich is not a number. Indeed to render the word 
in any other manner than by seventy is to charge 
Daniel with labouring to be affectedly obscure, 
when he might.with the utmost facility have written 
perspicuously. At the. very beginning of the chap- 
ter which contains the prophecy, mention is made 
of the seventy years *. Surely then, if Daniel had 
been here alluding to the seventy ycars^ he would 
have written as he had already done TMVf tyV^^> 
and not have needlessly perplexed his meaning by 
>vriting tyV^^ D^VUE^ ; the natural and obvious 
translation of which is seventy zveeks, and which, to 
make it have any relation to the seventy yearsy 
must in defiance of the whole subsequent context 

• Dan. ix. 2. 

be 
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be translated sufficient weeks. When these mattert 
are duly considered, it mijst, I thinks strike every 
person, that Dr. Blavney Inversion has been adopted 
merely to, serve a turn. If the expression be ren- 
dered seventy weeks, it dannot look retrospectively 
to the seventy years : and, if it do not look retro* 
€pectively, it must look prospectively : and, if it 
look prospectively f then it .never can be reconciled 
with Dr..Blayney's favourite numbers severity seven 
xveeks and sixty two years* It was necessary there- 
fore to strike out some more flexible translation j 
end that, which has been pitched upon, is weeks 
sufficient. 

But to bring the matter to a point : the following 
arguments appear to me decidedly to prove, that 
the old version is the proper one; and, conse-* 
quently, that the period flrst mentioned by Daniel 
cannot look retrospectively. 

The expression D^yiB^ D*y2B^ is rendered in 
nU the old versions seventy weeks*: it is understood 

• Of the oriental translations I judge through the medium 
of a Latin version: but I think it only fair to observe^ that the 
original phrase which they employ may possibly, from their 
aiiinity to the Hebrew, be similarly ambiguous ; that is tosay^ 
it may be capable of being rendered weeks sufficient as well as 
iceeks seventy, I conclude, that the MS. version of the Lxx 
does not favour Dr. Blayney's translation of the phrase^ as he 
iloes not adduce it as an authority. 
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in this manner by all the ancient cdmmentatorsi, 
who frame their expositions accordingly : the Jew- 
ish writers, however troublesome the prophecy 
which contains it may have ""been to them in their 
controversies with the Christians, have never thought 
of adopting a different translation : the general con- 
text of the whole prediction imperiously requires, 
that the common version should be retained : and 
the new version, proposed by Dr. Blayney, is at 
once singularly harsh and uncouth, exhibits Daniel 
as affecting unnecessary obscurity, brings out a 
mode of expression which has no parallel in Scrip- 
ture, and is palpably contrived for no other purpose 
than to enable its author to deny the prospective" 
ness of the term in question. But, if thp phrase 
tyV^'^ "CyV^X^y though capable no doubt (so far 
as the bare letters are concerned) of being rendered 
weeks sufficient, must necessarily for the preceding 
imperious reasons be translated seventy weeks y the 
retrospectiveness of the first clause of the prophecy 
must plainly be untenable : for we shall fruitlessly 
labour to discover any completion of it in the pi^e- 
cise number of 490 years previous to Daniel's vi- 
sion. It follows therefore by an inevitable conse- 
quence, that, if the first clause do not look retro- 
spectively, it must look prospectively : and so, ac- 
cordingly, it has been generally, and (I think) rightly, 
understood. 

This 
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This position, if well established, invalidates of 
course the whole of Dr. Blayney's interpretation of 
the first clause. We must conclude from it, that, 
whatever sense IDHi is capable of, in the prcseiit 
instance it has been erroneously translated, in being 
rendered have been terminated. We must likewise 
conclude from it, that, whatever be ^he precise idea 
which we ought to affix to the fifth particular the 
sealing djthe visio7i and the prophet , it can have no 
relation to the authentication of Jeremiah's pro- 
phecy of the seventy years desolation of Jerusalem.' 
And we must lastly conclude from it, that the sixth 
particular, t^he anointing of the most holy or the 
anointing of the holy d/* holieSy cannot be applied to 
the sanctifying anew of the temple and sacred uten- 
sils after the return from the Babylonian captivity : 
thisy I say, we must at least conclude, whatever 
may be the import of the expression holy of holies ; 
and whether it 7we/# . denote inanimate olgects as 
Dr. Blayney contends, or whether it may denote a 
person^ as I am rather inclined to believe. 

Let us however examine the use, which Dr. Blay- 
ney makes of the numbers proposed in his emenda- 
tions. According to the new reading, we are told, 
that, from the going forth of a decree to rebuild 
Jerusalem unto the Messiah the prince^ shall be 
seventy and seven weeks and threescore arid tw& 
years. Now, if there be any definite meaning in 

tlies^ 
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these words, they must iinport, that Mes^ah should 
come, either naturally or officially, at the end of the 
term specified j that is to say, at the end of the 
coPxiplete period of seventy seven weeks and sixty 
two years. What might happen at the end of the 
weeksy or for what purpose a twofold mode of reck-' 
oning was adopted and the first term of the weeks 
separated from the second term of the years, does 
not appear : but, that Christ was to corne at the 
end of the whole compound period^ in some sense 
or other, is asserted in as plain language as can be 
devised. Yet Dr. Blayney maintains, that a two^ 
fold coming of Christ is here predicted : his natu^ 
ral comings at the end of the seventy seven weeks ; 
his figurative coming to destroy Jerusalem, at tlie 
end of the additional sixty two years. For such a 
gloss I cannot discover the least shadow of autho- 
. rity even in the reading which he himself v^ishes to 
be adopted, It is not said, that there should h 
seventy seven weeks unto the; Messiah, and again 
seventy seven weeks and sixty two years unto the 
Messiah, which might have warranted the idea of 
a double coming being intended; but it is simply 
said, that theie should be seventy seven weeks and 
sixty two years unto the Messiah. Jience, from 
this reading, I cannot see that we have a right to 
place any coming of the Messii^h at the eqd of the 
f evenly seven 'we^fcs. 

Bat 
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But this is not all. Supposing the reading to be 
genuine, we must at least conclude tiiat something 
remarkable happens precisely at the end of the se- 
mnty seven zveeks, on account of which they are 
divided from the subsequent sLvty two years by the 
adoption of a different mode of computation. Now 
Dr. Blayney's wisli is to place the first coming of 
our Lord in the flesh at the close of the seventy 
seven meeks^ and his figurative coming to exequt^ 
judgment on Jerusalem at the close of the addir 
tional sivty two years. Such ^)eing the case, w^ 
surely have a right to expect perj^t accuracy .o^ 
coincidence, before an assent to the hypothesis caa 
be reasonably required of us. Yet is Dr. Blayney 
obliged to allow, that, according to his Computa- 
tion, the seventy seven weeks expire in the fourth 
year of the vulgar Christian era ; which he reckons 
to be about six or seven years after the birth of 
Christ. ; According to tliis arrangement, the birth of 
Clirist will indeed fall in the seventy seventh week * ; 

• Dr. Blayney speaks of the nativity as occurring in the 
third or fourth year before the vulgar Christian era, which 
enables him to include it in the 77th week. But, if it fell out 
at the latter end of the Julian year 4709 or aboqt 4 years be- 
fore that era, where Prideaux places it, it would not fall with- 
in the 77th week, but in the last year of the 76th, because 77 
weeks reckoned from the first year oi Gyrus will expire in thb 
Julian year 4717. 

2 but 
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but that is not the point ; the number is seoenty 
seven weeks ; and we have no right to consider an 
event, which happens only at the beginning of the 
seventy seventh week, as coming up to the plain 
import of a numerical prophecy, which by mention- 
ing seventy seven weeks must lead us to expect 
something to happen precisely at the end of those 
Weeks. I must therefore, and do, maintain, that 
the present hypothesis makes the seventy seven 
weeks expire at an era when nothing remarkable 
occurred ; and that the birth of Christ, which fell 
out previous to their expiration, cannot, agreeably 
to any fair rules of interpreting a numerical pro- 
phecy, havq the least connection with it *, 

A$ 

• Dr. Blayney might, with greater plausibility, have calcu<- 
lated seventy seven weeks from the decree of Cyrus to the birth 
of Christ by, estimating the years of those weeks as years Con- 
sisting each of only 360 days. The 25th verse, as it stands in 
the present Hebrew text, may be translated, if we disregard at 
once both the points and all the ancient versions, in the fol- 
}owing manner : ^^ Know and understand, that from the going 
^' forth of a decree to rebuild Jerusalem unto Messiah tha 
** Prince shall be weeks seven and seventy ; sixty and two 
*< \x\ie(ks'\ it shall be rebuilt, still enlarging itself and becoming 
" more cunsiderable, even amidst times of distress/' Noir 
77 weeks contain 539 years : and 539 years of 360 days each 
fire equal Xo 531 so}ar years and S2\ days. But the decree of 
the first year of Cyrus was enacted in the Julian year 4173> 
Ao4 the birth of our Saviour is copimonly placed t;)wards the 

Jatter 



( 185 ) 

As Dr. Blayney is unable to make the birth of 

Christ coincide with the termination of the seventy 

seven weeks ; so, in order to arrive at the figurative 

coming of our Lord, he is obliged to take the years 

that elapse between the nativity and the real close 

of the seventy seven weeksy and to add them to the 

sixty two years: for, between the literal Jirst com-- 

tng of Christ and his figurative coming there ar6 

more than sixty two years. This contrivance is sq 

very unnatural and far-fetched, that it appears to 

me to carry the marks of error in the very face of 

it* 

And, 

latter, end of the Julian year 4709, Consequently, between 
these two events there are something more than 531 solar years ; 
that is to say, there are prcciseli^ 7*7 weeks of years of 360 days 
each. The coincidence is somewhat curious: but with this 
$ingle coincidence the matter must stop : for, though the num- 
ber seventy might beigot rid of by translating the expression in 
the 24th verse si^ciait weeks instead of seventy toeekSf it will be 
not very easy to shew how 62 weeks or 434 years of 360 days 
eacb, equal to 427 solar yeans and 278^ days,. were the precise 
time employed in the rebuilding of the city. Besides, even to 
the coincidence itself, singular as it may be thought, the mode 
of calculation which produces it may be objected. Had it 
ever occurred to Pr, Blayney, he would doubtless like myself 
have rejected it on the single score that a computation by 
yeafs.of 3^0 days each is altogether indefensible.. 

* Dr, 31ayney atte.mpts to defend it against this objection, 
but in a manner to myself at least not at all satisfactory. 
^* A very learned friend," says he, " who was early made ac- 

** quainted . 
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And, that such is the case, will, I think, be made 
yet further evident by noticing another objection* 
The scheme of Dr. Blayney, instead of exhibiting 
the consistent simplicity of the present Hebrew 
text, makes Daniel adopt a double mode of compu- 
tation, by weeks and by years. Now, if Daniel 

" quaixited with the proposal of accounting for the secentj^ 
** &cven weeks and threescore and two years, *as stated in the pre- 
** face, was staggered with the objection that arose from trans* 
** ferring the surplus of years in the shenty seventh week to the 
s** following period ; an objection, which would equally have 
** weighed with me perhaps, had the time been computed from 
" the going forth of the decree unto the birth of the Messiah 
** seventy seven weeks, and from the birth of the JMessiah unto 
♦* his second coming threescore and two years. But the form 
** of the expression leads us to compute two advents, not the. 
^ latter from the former, but both alike from the going forth 
** of Cyrus's decree : so that, aUowing from that decree to the 
^*^ Jirst coming of Christ to be seventy seven weeks, yet it is also 
♦* said, that from that decree to the second coming should be 
^* seventy seven weeks and tkretscore and two years, that is, in 
<* all six hundred and one years." The answer to thirs is oh* 
vjoius : the scheme requires us to allow that two comings of the 
Mcjsjjiah are predicted; one at the end of tht seventy seven 
weeks, and the other at the end of the additional sivti^ two years. 
But we cannot allow there to be 77 weeks from the going forth 
of the decree of Cyrus to the first coming of Christ, as we are 
tore called upon to do; because (Dr. Blayney himself being 
judge) there are no/ 77 weeks, but only 76 weeks and about 
] year, or (according to Dr. Prideaux) only 75 weeks 6 years 
anid a fraction of another year. 

did 
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did adopt this double mode, he must have adopted 

it for some good reason : and I know not any that 

Cian be adduced, except the circumstance of some* 

thing very remarkable occurring precisely at the 

end of 539 years, which happening to amount to 

the exact sum of 77 prophetic weeks might lead 

him to adopt notation by weeks rather than by 

years; and the circumstance of something else 

equally remarkable occurring precisely at the end 

gf 62 additional years, which not being reduceable 

to exact weeks might in the second term lead him 

to adopt notation by years rather than by weeks. 

I know not, 1 repeat it, any good reason, except 

this, that can be assigned for his departing from the 

simplicity of one uniform mode of notation : for we 

can scarcely suppose that he would have departed 

from it through mere wantonness. But this reason 

will not meet the objection made against Dr. Blay- 

ney's hypothesis. Nothing remarkable does occur 

at the end of the seventh/ seven weeks. Supposing 

therefore that the prophet had meant to direct our 

attentbn both to the nativity and the figurative 

coming of Christ, he surely would not have given 

up simplicity of notation for no other cause (as it 

were) than to be purposely inaccurate, when by 

adopting one uniform mode of notation he might 

have expressed himself with perfect accuracy : he 

purely would have said, had he meant what Dr. 

Blayney 
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Blayney ascribes to bim, Jive hundred and thirty 
and one years and seventy years, not seventy and' 
seven weeks and sixty and two years *. The one 
would have been accurate and simple : the other is 
alike deficient in accuracy and simplicity. 

There is an argument of professor Michaelis to 
prove, that the numerical readings in the prophecy 
of the seventy weeks must have been originally dif- 
ferent from what they are ut present, and that they 
roust have been such as to warrant the expectation 
of a coming of the Messiah about the era of the 
destruction of Jerusalem, which, as far as it goes, 
Dr. Blayney notices with approbation, because it 
confirms his opinion that the sixty two additional 
years reach to the figurative coming gf Christ in 
judgment : but he thinks, that it does not go far 
enough. The argument is founded on a passage in 
Josephus's history of the Jewish war, in which he 

- 4 

observes, that, what chiefly animated his country- 
men to take up arms, was an ambiguous oracle 
found in their sacred writings, that about that 
TIME some one from their country should rule over 
the world. " This/' says Josephus, " they under- 
'^ stood as appropriated to themselves, and many 

• I say this on the supposition that the birth of Christ fell 
out in the Julian year 4709 or about four years before the 
pommon Christian era, 

" of 
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" of the wise men were mistaken in their judgment 
" concerning it : but what the oracle pointed out 
" was the sovereignty of Vespasian, w^ho was pro* 
*^ claimed emperor in Judfea* " The same obser- 
vation is made likewise by the heathei;i historians 
Suetonius f and Tacitus :];. Fi'om these premises 
Michaelis reasons in the following manner. " 1. 
" That, since the oracle spoken of was one that 
" marked out a certain determinate time, it could 
" be no other than this prophecy of Daniel ; be- 
^* cause, though there were others in the sacred 

ttfx^iPoXaq QfMiUi ly Toi( tf^oK iv^vi[As»oi y^af4.[A»a'iVf iq KATA TON 
KAIPON EKEINON avo Tvq X"^*^ '^^^ »vlu¥ uf^n rmi o»x«jtAuijf, 
T«1o o» jxfy 6/i oixcioy t^i?^aBo», %on 7oXXo» ^u¥ aofuv tvXavvi^a'Cit 
fTfp r}]> xfio-hv' i^9}Xh ^ «pee 9rsp» rrtf Oviovtta'ietim to >^oyto9 iyifAopiar, 
ftaro^f»;^iy1o( tvi Ib^eaaq aiHoKpetro^oq^ Lib. vi. C. 5. § 4» £dit* 
Hudson. \ 

t ** Percrebuerat Orienle toto vetus et constans opinio, esse 
** in fatis, ut eo tempore Judaea profecti rerum potirentur. Id 
'' de imperatorc Romano quantum eventu postea praedictunt 
" paruit. Judaei ad se trahentes rebellarunt.'' Suet, de vit. 
Vespas. cap. iv. 

X " Pluribus persuasio inerat, antiquis sacerdotum literis 
** contineri, eo ipso tempore fore, ut valesceret Orieiis, profec- 
*' tique Judaea rerum potirentur. Quae ambages Vespasiauum 
«* ac Tituoi praedixerant. Scd vulgus, more humanae cupi- 
'^ dinis, sibi tantam fatorum magnitudinem iaterprctati, ne 
** adversis quidem ad vera mutabantur.'' Tacit. Hist. lib. v. 
c. 13« 

writings 
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writings which foretold of the Messiah, tbeiftf 
" was none^ but this that pretended to assign the 
•' precise time of his coming. 2. That the oracle, 
" which drew the Jews into rebellion and was so 
** egregiously mistaken by their wise men, was the 
" same which that historian applied to the emperor 
" Vespasian. And therefore 3. That the time, 
" mentioned in the prophecy, must have appeared 
** to coincide with the times of the Jewish war and 
•* of Vespasian's exaltation to the imperial dignity- 
"• But it was impossible (he thinks), that, not the 
** vulgar only, but eveq the learned among the 
** Jews, and Josephus himself a man eminently 
" skilled in chronology, could have so far miscal- 
" culated the time, as they must have done accord- 
** ing to every supposition, if they had found se-- 
*^ wnty weeks only in their sacred copies, as we 
" read at present *." Of thi^ argument Dr. Blay- 
ney approves ; but observes, that it will extend a 
great deal further than Michaelis has carried it 
" For it is very certain," he most justly remarks, 
" that the expectations of the coming of the Mes- 
*^ siah were never stronger nor more universally 
** prevalent among the Jews, than about the time 
*^ of our Saviour's birth. Hence the numbers of 
'^ those, who in Jerusalem are said to have waited 

* Blayney's Dissert, on the seventy weeks, p. 31, 32.. 

. " at 






( 1^1 ) 

^* at that time for redemption and the consolation of 
** Israel*; persons far advanced in years too, to 
^* one of whom notwithstanding it had been re- 
" vealed hy the Holy Ghost that he should not see 
death until he had seen the Lord^s Christ f. 
Hence also the jealousy of Herod, lest this great 
" person should supplant him in his kingdom ; and 
** hence his bloody attempt to cut him off in his 
** infancy J. Hence the flocking of the multitudes 
" to John the Baptist §, and their musing in their 
" hearts whether he were the Christ or not J. 
" Nor was it the common people only, whose at- 
" tention was thus attracted towards him ; their 
" very rulers themselves sent the ministers of reli- 
** gion to inquire into his character, who seemed 
^ very much disturbed and perplexed when they 
" heard him declare that he was not the Christ^. 
•* When our Saviour himself appeared afterwards, 
" the whole nation almost seemed ready to devote 
" themselves to bis service, if he would but have 
taken upon himself the state and character of a 
temppral prince and deliverer ; for such they had 
fondly conceived their Messiah would be. And, 
when they found themselves disappointed in him 

• Luke ii. 25, 38. t Luke ii. 26. 

{ Matt. il. 3, l6« $ Matt. iii. 5 — Mark i. 5. 

I Luke iii. 15, f J«hn i. 19—28. 

" whd 
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" who was indeed the real Messiah although hfei 
kingdom was not of this world, they were many 
of them ready to follow the fortunes of impostors, 
by whom they, were frequently betrayed to their 
ruin *. These early expectations must be sup- 
posed to have some scriptural foundation like- 
wise ;' for scarce any thing else could have pro- 
** cured them such strong and universal credit" 
From this very just statement, and from the pre- 
ceding argument of Michaelis, jointly considered^ 
Dr. Blayney draws the following inference in fa?r 
vour of his own hypothesis. ^' The time of our 
Saviour's birth was at too great a distance from 
that of which Josephus has spoken (being a dif- 
ference of not less than seventy years), for to 
admit a supposition that the one could possibly 
be mistaken in calculation for the other. What 
then? Had this scriptural prophecy fixed oa 
both times for the Messiah's appearance? It 
had done so upon the footing on which I have 
placed it ; but, I think, after no other plan or 
mode of interpretation whatever." 
I must confess, that the argument of Michaelis 
seems to me to be very insecure ground to alter a 
received text of Scripture upon. 

• Acts V. 36, 37. xxi. 38 — Joseph. Antiq. lib. xx. c. 7. § 6, 
10-*De belle Jud. lib. ii. c. 13. § 4, 5. Edit. Hudson. 

Allowing 
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Altowitig that Josephus alludes to the prdphecV 
of the seventy weeks j we shalU find it no diflScult 
matter to account for the opinion that prevailed 
during the Jewish ii^ar respecting the speedy mani- 
festation of the Messiah without being obliged to 
correct any of Daniel's numbers-^Four difFererit 
edicts having been isstted by the kings of Persifit, 
or at least three and a verbal permission, the Jews, 
before the events would obviously be uncertain from 
tvhich of them thdy ought to compute the times of 
the Messiah. Without being able perhaps to un- 
derstand the precise reason why seventy weeks were 
specified, they would at least be sure, that unto 
Messiah the prince there should be seven weeks and 
threescore and two wseks^ The expression unto 
the Messiah they would tiaCurally suppose to mean 
unto the Coming of the Messiah : hence, whatever 
might be their opinions respecting hb birth and 
origin^ they would look out for some manifestation 
of him at the end of sixty nine weeks or 483 years 
i-^Sirice they knew Hot d priori whether the edict 
6f Cyrils might not be the edict intended by Da- 
niel, they would obviously be upon the tiptoe of 
expectation, as 483 years, 4'eckoned from the first 
year of Cyrus or the year A. C. 536, began to draw 
towards a close. These years would eipire in the 
year 53 before the vulgar Christian era, or about 
49 years before the birth of Christ : and precisely 

O about 
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about this time the Jews began to look out fot the 
coming of Messiah the prince. . This is manifest 
from the testimony of St. Luke j who gives us rea^ 
son to believe, that, among the many who had been 
looking for redemption in Jerusalem at the era of 
the nativity, Anna the prophetess had been daily 
attending in the temple in expectation of het Lord « 
appearance at least fifty or sixty years, if not eighty 
four *. The year A. C. 53 however passed by, and 

the 

♦ Luke iu 36, 37* 38* There is an ambiguity in the lan- 
guage of St. Luke, so that it may be doubtful whether Anna 
was eighty four years of age^ of had been a widow eighty four 
years. Supposing however the former, since she lived witk 
her husband only seven years, she must have beea attending 
the temple in expectation of the Messiah most probably sf 
least fifty years. Dr. Prideaux thinks, that ske had been look- 
ing out for his appearance full eighty years, and gives much 
the same reason for it that I have done, though not quite irt 
wich definite terms. ** For several years before the birth of 
*^ Christ, not only Simeon and Anna the prophetess, but thm 
^' whole nation of the Jews, were in earnest expectation of his 
" coming and of the redemption of Israel by him — ^The pro- 
** phecies of Daniel and other prophets of the old Testameni: 
•* having not only spoken of the righteousness, glory, and' 
^ bliss, of the kingdom of the Messiahr, but determined hia 
^ Appearance to the very time when it happened, gave just 
« reason for this expectation ; and, for above eighty years be« 
** fore Christ's birth, the whole house of Israel Mferc big here- 
^' of. For so long Anna the prophetess being actuated hy it 
^ had attended' at the tempk in fasting and prayer to wait 1ii»- 

^^ appearances 
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the Messiah Was not manifested. I'hey would 
therefore be convinced, that the edict of Cyrus was 
not intended — ^The next was that of 'Darius, about 
the year A; C. 519; from which, if they reckoned 
again 4i83 years, they would be brought to the yeat 
A. C. 36. ' Still there is no appearance of the Mes- 
siah. But theii* faith does not fail : they are still 
looking^ which plainly denotes along cohtinued act, 
Jhr redemption in Jerusalem — At length the Saviour 
is born before the expiration of 483 years reckoned 
from the third edict, that of the seventh year of Ar- 
taxerxes. Simeon, Arlna, and the pious expectants^ 
received him with joy; arid would then be con- 
vinced, that unto the Messiah did riot mean unto 
his natural taming in the fleshy but unto his official 
coming in the character of the great prophet of the 
Most High. Satisfied however as believers might 
be, the unbelieving Jews would continue to look 
out for the appearance of the Messiah as still fu- 



** appearan&e. Ahcl therefot'e for so long d time these prophe- 
•* cies, and the received interpretations of them^ being much 
** talked of thrbugkout all Jud^a with A view to the speefly 
*' completion of thein, e«pm:iaUy after Panipey bad subjected 
5' that country to the Homan yoke, from' thftncisi the same 
'* manner of discoursing of them, and the sUme expectations 
** of thdr being speedily accomplished, became difFused to all 
*• tl»e Jews of the dispersions, wherever they were, all the 
«* world cr?«ri" Connect.^ Fart ii. lt>; ix. p. C77^ S7ff. 
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ture : atnd they now would have their eyes fixed 
upon the edict of the seventh year of Artaxerxes ia 
the year A. C. 458. Time rolls on; and the fatal 
483 years again expire. Precisely at their expira- 
tion John the Baptist makes his appearance^ and 
announces the coming of the Christ How.gi^atly 
the minds of all were affected by this circumstance, 
is sufficiently evident from the narratives of the 
evangelists ; and how, notwithstanding the remark- 
able ^coincidence, the bulk of the nation obstinately 
refused to acknowledge Jesus as the Messiah^ is 
abundantly well known — As it appears to me, they 
Gould only have withheld this acknowledgment, 
consistently with their own principles, on the ground, 
that Jesus might be an impostor who availed him- 
%e\{ of the termination of the 483 years reckoned 
from the seventh year of Artaxerxes ; whereas they 
ou^t in truth to be reckoned from his twentieth 
year, and therefore had not as yet expired. And 
in favour of this opinion they might have adduced 
some very plausible reasoning, as Bp. Lloyd, Mr» 
Marshall, Mr. Butt, and others, have shewn. Tinae 
again rolls on : Jesus is rejected and ignominiously 
crucified : the 483 years once more expire in the 
year 39 of the Christian era. From this time ti 
the commencement of the Jewish war, false pro- 
phets and false Messiahs were continually starting 
up agreeably to the prophecy of our Lordl, 

But 
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But here the argument of Michaelis begins to 
press ; and it may be asked, How could the Jews, 
©onsistently with their own principles, expect, from 
the present numbers in the prophecy of the seventy 
weekSy any manifestation of the Messiah after the 
year S9, when reckoning even from the last edict, if 
the permission in the twentieth year of Artaxerxes 
can be called an edict , the 483 years had expired? 
Yet, precisely about the time that the Jewish war 
broke out, indeed somewhat before that time (for, 
acccwding to Josephus, it was the cause of the war's 
breaking out), the expectation of some great prince, 
who issumg forth from Jud^a should conquer the 
-whole world, was peculiarly rife. 

To this it might be sufficient to answer, that the 
prejudices of some are so inveterate and deep- 
rooted as to bid defiance even to an arithmetical, 
calculation. The Jews might still continue to hope 
even against hope ; and might justify their expec- 
tations by charging the prophecy itself with dark* 
ness and ambiguity, as they clearly did, if we sup- 
pose the ambiguous oracle * alluded to by Josephus 
to be the prophecy of the seventy weeks — But I 
think a more definite reply may easily *be given; I 
think it may be shewn, why immediately before the 
breaking out of the Jewish war they might be in 

full 
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fpU expectation of the speedy appearance of thcj 
Messiah, deducing this very expectation from the 
numbers exactly as they stand at present. That 
the Jews were not the most accurate chronologers, 
the frequent and gross blunders of their great histo- 
rian Josephus respecting the kings of Persia suffi* 
ciently testify. Let us suppose then, that, after 
the expiration of the year S9, when the 483 years 
reckoned from the 20th year of Artaxerxes termir. 
nated, the Jews, still disappointed in their expecta^ 
tion of the Messiah, begin to doubt, whether they 
have calculated them from the right era. The Da-^ 
rins, they might say, who enacted the second decree^ 
was not Darius Hystaspis, as we have hithei^ta 
erroneously supposed^ but Darius Nothus: it is 
from the third year of this Darius^ that ^c must 
reckon the 483 years. . In such a supposition I 
aee nothing very improbable, since this error, gross 
as it doubtless is, has been sanctioned by names of 
no less respectability than those of Scaliger and 
Mede. Now the third year of Darius Nothua 
synchronizes with the year A. C. 42 1 : conse- 
quently, if from this year we reckon 483 years, we 
shall be brought to the year 63 of the vulgar Chris- 
tian era. But this was the precise time, abou| 
which, according to Josephus, Suetonius, and Ta* 
citus, the Jews were in full expectation of the great 
prince who was tp acquire the sovereignty of the 

world ; 
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world : for, three ye^s after wards, in tlie May of 
the year 66^ the spirit of resistance to the Romans 
broke out; and, early in the following year, the 
war, which is said to have been occasioned by this 
expectation, commenced in good earnest. 

Thus it is manifest, even if we fully allow his 
premises, how inconclusive the argument of Mi- 
chaelis is, and how little it tends to support the 
opinion that the numbers in the prophecy of the se- 
yoenty zveeks, as they stand in our common Hebrew 
bibles, are not genuine readings. 

But 1 see not why we are bound to allow his pre- 
mises. Whatever degree of probability there may 
be in the supposition that tlie xi^^i^^^ a/tA^»|3oAo^ of 
Josephus is the prophecy of the seventy tveeksj I 
think it far from certain that such is the case. The 
orade alluded to by the historian is said to contain 
a prediction that out ofJudea should come an uni- 
versal monarch : nothing of the kind is mentioned 
iu the prophecy of the seventy weeks : the corres- 
pondence therefore between them fails in the most 
)»aterial point Hence we must look out for some 
rther oracle which contains the prediction in ques- 
tion, if we wish to discover the prophecy intended 
by Josephus. Now exactly such a prediction seems 
to be contdned in the prophecy delivered by Jacob 
respecting Shiloh. ^* The sceptre shall not depart 
'* from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his 

'' feet, 
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" feet, until Shilob come: and unto him shall be 
'^ the gathering of the peoples. Binding his fole 
^^ unto the vine^ and his ass's colt unto the choice 
^^ vine, he washes his garments in wine^ and his 
■^ clothes in the blood of grapes. His eyes shall 
^* be red with ^ine, and his teeth white with milk*.*' 
Without entering upon a regular discussion of the ^ 
import of this prophecy, it is easy enough to see 
what expectations the Jews might derive from it* 
A great conqueror is here predicted ; and it might 
easily be supposed, that the acquisition of universal 
sovereignty was ascribed to him in (lie words unto 
him shall be the gathering of the peoples. He is 
immediately connected with the tribe of Judah: 
and it is declared, that the sceptre should not de** 
part frpm that tribe until he should come. Upon 
this the Jews might naturally argue, as follows. 
The Romans have long been encroaching upon our 
independence^ but they have not yet quite deprived 
us of our sceptre : nevertheless^ their very en-- 
croachments sheWy that the time ef Shiloh must be 
cLt hand' Let us arise^ and resist them^ JVe shall 
be certain of success : for the sceptre is fated not 
to depart from Judah until Shiloh come ; and-as 
yet Shiloh is not comCf Whenever he does come^ 
mr sceptre is destined to be resigned to him, mt 

♦ Ccn. xlix. JO, 11, 1!?, 
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U> the Jlomans : jfer unto him shall the gathering 
of the peoples he. The Romans are riom preparing 
t^^wr^st it from us: thei^efore the great con^ 
fueror must be on the point of coming to vindicate 
his own cause^ to claim the sceptre due to him 
alonCy to tread the winepress in his fury, to wash 
his garments in the blood of his enemies, to exalt 
his chosen people to be the first among the nations. 
I pretend not positively to say, that the ambiguous 
Oracle of Josephus is the prophecy respecting Shi 
ioh : I only argue, that even the premises of Mi- 
chaelis are by no means undeniably established. 
But, granting that the historian did allude to the 
prophecy of the seventy weeks *, I have shevi^n, that 
no conclusion against the integrity of the present 
numerical readings can be drawn from the expec- 
tation of the speedy appearing of the Messiah that 
prevailed immediately before the breaking out of 
the Jewish war. 

On these grounds I think the inference of Dr. 
jBlayney, that the genuine prophecy of the seventy 
^eeks authorized the expectation of a two^fold com- 

s 

' ♦ IVhcther be allu4ed to the prophecy of the seventy xoeeks 
pr not, this, I thjnk, i$ at least cle^r, that the expectation of 
the Messiah, which prevailed before and at the birth of Christ, 
And which likewise prevailed when John the Baptist began to 
preach, must have been built upon some attempts to calculate 
(he numhers jo this iamoun prediction. • 
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ingof the Messiah, and that on this account the 
Jews particularly expected his coming at two dif- 
ferent times, to be altogether unwarrantable. And 
I moreover think, that he has neither established 
the readings which he would substitute for the pre- 
sent readings, nor has given a satisfactory interpre- 
tation of the prophecy even according to his own 
emendations. 

g. Mr. Lancaster, like Dr. Blayney, conceives 
the edict of Cyrus to be the edict intended by Da- 
niel ; and therefore maintains, that Me seventy zveeks 
ought to be computed from the era of its going forth. 
His scheme however is so singular a one, and is re- 
plete with such strange difficulties, that few persons 
seem to have been inclined to adopt it. 

He assumes as a principle, that the seventy weeks 
are to be estimated in the same manner as the Jews 
calculated their weeks of years. But every seventh 
year of each week was a sabbatical year, and every 
fiftieth year was the year of jubilee; after the expi- 
ration of which, he supposes that a new series of 
seven weeks began. This being the case, seventy 
such weeks would comprehend 420 working years, 
70 sabbatical years, and 10 jubilee years; amount- 
ing in the whole to 600 years, which he conceives 
to be the true length of the seventy weeks. 

The seventy y^ars of the Babylonian captivity be 
necessarily allows to have e.xpired in the first year 

of 
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of Cyrus * ; but he maintains, that they likewise 
iexpired with tlie capture of Babylon. For this pur- 
pose, he insists upon it, that the scriptural first year 
of Cyrus coincides with the scriptural first year of 
Darius the Mede ; the first year of both those 
princes alike commencing from the capture of Ba- 
bylon. But Babylon was taken in the year of the 
Julian period 417(>t- He concludes therefore, 
upon his principles, that the captivity cpmmenced 
in the year 4 106 of the same period. Now we arc 
told by Jeremiah, that Jerusalem M'as finally taken 
by Nebuchadnezzar, and the temp^le destroyed, in 
the nineteenth year of his reign and in the eleventh 
year of Zedekiah J. This Nebuchadnezzar is usu- 
ally supposed to have been Nebuchadnezzar the 
son, the Nabocolassar of Ptolemy ; but Mr. Lan- 
caster maintains, that he was Nebuchadnezzar the 
father, the Nabopollassar of Ptolemy. The nine- 
teenth year then of the elder Nebuchadnezzar he 
fixes to the year 4106 of the Julian period; and 
thus obtains 70 yeai'S for the Babylonian captivity, 
reckoning it to commence from the final desolation 

* See Ezra i. L 

t Mr. Lancaster says this, on the supposition that Babylon 
IRrasr taken in the spring of the year A«C. 538 ; in which opi- 
pion he follows Abp. Usher, and I believe him to be right in 
idoing so. 

I Jercffl. Hi. 1^ 4^;.12. 
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of the city and temple. Hence he is obliged to 
suppose, that the Nebuchadnezzar mentioned in 
the first chapter of Daniel is a different person from 
tiie Nebuchadnezzar mentioned in his second chap- 
ter ; the one being the father who destroyed Jeru- 
salem, the other being his son and successor. 

The cammandme7it to rebuild Jertisalem in the 
prophecy of the seventy weeks he asserts to be the 
same as the commandment that came forth at the 
beginning of DanieVs sttppUcations^ : wbence he 
argues, since the vision was revealed to him in the 
first year of Darius the Mede f? since the first year 
of Darius the Mede was the first year of Cyrus, 
since the edict of Cyt"us went forth in his first year, 
and since the commandment is here said to have 
gone forth at the beginning of Daniel's supplica- 
tions, that the commandment to rebuild Jerusalem 
must be the edict of Cyrus. 

Here then the question is, if the seventy weeks 
be reckoned from the first year of Cyrus (even al- 
lowing them to contain 500 years), how they can 
be made to reach to any part of the times of Christ? 
— Mr. Lancaster answers by first attempting to 
shew, that 570 years reckoned back from his sup- 
posed end of the Babylonian captivity were still ac- 
counted but seventy weeks; because the Israelites, 

• Dan. ix. 23, f Daft, ix. J. 

having 
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having neglected to observe 70 sabbatical yeaH^ 
were punished by the desolate resting of their land 
during the seventy years of the captivity * : those 
seventy years therefore were reckoned as the sab- 
baths of the seventy preceding weeks, and thus the 
500 years with these 70 years added to them were 
still reputed to be no more than seventy weeks. 
Hence he argues, that, if 570 years before the re- 
storation of the Jews were accounted as only ^e- 
venty weeks^ 570 years after their restoration miglrt 
be accounted as the same. He next shews from 
Maimonides, that the Jews discontinued their com- 
putation by weeks of years during the whole time of 
the Babylonian captivity, and that they did not re^ 
sume it until the year that Ezra went up to Jeru- 
salem, that is to say until the seventh year of Ar- 
taxerxes. This year he throws back more than 
five years ; and places it in the year 4250 of the 
Julian period, instead of the year 4256. By such 
A process be extends the reign of Artaxerxes from 
41 years, as it is laid down in the canon of Pto« 
lemy, to something more than 46 ; throws back the 
whole reigii of Xerxes more than 5 years ; and, to 
bring matters even again, shortens the reign of Da- 
rius Hystaspis from 36 years to not quite 31 years. 
Having thus fixed the year in which Ezra went up 

to 
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to Jerusalem to the year 4250 of the Julian period, 
he reckons from it 500 years, the suppose! amount 
in the first instance of the seventy weeks^ and is 
brought to the year 4750 of the same period, which 
falls out about three years and a half after the cru- 
cifixion. But, between the Julian year 4250 which 
he maintains to be the seventh year of Artakerxcfs 
and the Julian year 4 1 77 in which he maintains the 
Babylonian captivity to have expired, there are 73 
years. These, added to the 500 years, produce 
573 years : and these 573 years, which in a round 
jjum he is willing to consider as only 570 years, he 
asserts to be equal to no more than seventy weeks, 
as he. had previously attempted to shew that the 
570 years before the restoration from Babylon were? 
similarly equal to no more than seventy weeks* 
Thus h^ obtains what he conceives to be DaniePs 
great number of seoenty weeksy which includes all 
the smaller numbers. 

The separation of the seven weeks from the si^ty 
two weekSy and therefore from tfie sixty three if the 
last x&eek be added to the sixty two weeks, he ac- 
count» for in the following manner. The se^nfy 
years of the Babylonian captivity he supposes, as 
we have just seen, to be the seventy sabbatical 
years, which the children of Israel had negleeted 
to observe, and which their land was therefore thenf 
Ai£Feted to enjoy in its desolation. Of tliese sab^ 
8 batical 
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batical years, he attempts to shew from a numerical 
prophecy of Ezekiel * that the whole house of Is- 
rael neglected to observe €3 years; and' the house 
of Judah, after the captivity of the ten tribes, 7 
years. In allusion to this circumstance, and for no 
other reason, he conceives the seoenty "weeks to have 
been similarly divided* 

As for the last week of the seventyy he supposes 
it to commence with the baptism of our Lord by 
John, very soon after the Baptist began his ministry 
in the fifteenth year of Tiberius, and to terminate 
with the baptism of the centurion Cornelius and his 
family the first fruits of the Gentiles. But, since 
the sixty nine Weeks expired with the baptism of 
our Lord, and since he was crucified three years 
and a half after his baptism, he was cut off after 
the sixty two weeks added to the seven weekSy and 
before the seventieth week had expired. In this 
manner therefore, by his one great sacrifice of him^ 
self, did he spiritually abolish the Levitical sacri- 
fices in the middle of the last week ; and thus, dur- 
ing one week, did he make firm a covenant with 
many, namely with many of the converted Jews, 
previous to the preaching of the Gospel to the 
GentUes. 

The latter part of the prophecy he of course 

• £s«k. ir. 4, 5, 6. 
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refers to the sacking of Jerusalem by the Ro- 
mans*. 

(1.) This hypothesis was by the author in his day 
defended with no small degree of pertinacity : yet, 
objectionable as it may appear, Mr. Lancaster 
seems to have been a man of so mudh sound learn- 
ing, that it ought not to be passed over altogetlier 
in silencct 

It is not improbable, that the computation by 
weeks in this prophecy was adopted iuv allusion to 
the Levitical weeks of years, which the Jews were 
commanded to keep by sabbatical years and" by ju- 
bilees : yet there does not seem to be any thing ifi 
. the prophecy to warrant the assumption, that these 
weeks must necessarily be computed as Mr. Lan^ 
caster supposes the Levitical weeks of years to hav^ 
beenf. It is dangerous to lay the very foundation 
of an hypothesis on a matter which is itself dis»- 
puted. Different opinions have been entertained 

* Chronological Ess^y on the seventy \vcek8. 

f Though Dr> Prideaux argues, that the years oi the seoentjf 

weeki must be solar years because the years of the Levitical 

iveeks were evidently such, he roundly denies them to have 

'any other connection. " The prophecy," says he, ** mearts 

** no more, than by the seventy weeks to express 70 times If 

<< years, that is 490 in the whole, without any relation had 

^ ^ ** either to Shemttahs or sabbatical years/' Preface to Con- 

'J^' iMCtioo. 
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respecting the precept that enjoins the observation 
of the jubilee. Some maintain^ that it was observed 
in the fiftieth year agreeably to the express words 
of Moses * ; and that, when fifty years had expired, 
another series of seven weeks commenced^ termi- 
nating in a similar manner with anpther jubilee in 
the fiftieth year. This opinion, which would make 
seventy such weeks equivalent to 500 years, is fol- 
lowed by Mr. Lancaster. Others maintain, tliat 
the fiftieth year of the jubilee must coincide with 
the forty ninth year or the seventh sabbatical year ; 
and urge in favour of their supposition, that, since 
Moses declares seven weeks to be no more than 
forty nine years f, since by interposing a fiftieth 
year the series of regular weeks as corresponding 
with weeks of days is completely Woken, and since 
intolerable inconvenience would result from the 
land remaining untilled during two successive years, 
the jubilee must have been observed in tjbe for^ 
ninth year which is called the Jiftieth only from its 
being twice mentioned. This opinion, which would 
make seventy such weeks equivalent to 490 years, 
is followed (not to notice other names) by Abp« 
Usher. The question then is, which of these two 
opinions is the right one* I certainly incline to 
^assent to the latter, though I think the mode of 

♦ Lcvit. XXV. 10, lU t Levit» xxv. 8» 
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Stating it to be not a little objectionable. We are 
so expressly told, that the jubilee was observed itt 
the fiftieth year, that it is difficult to conceive ho\r 
it could ever have been celebrated hi the forty ninth : 
yet, if it were observed m an interposed fiftieth year, 
it is manifest, both that the series of regular weeks 
would be broken, and that seven weeks would con- 
tain fifty years, whereas Moses assures us that they 
contained no naore than forty nine. The truth of 
the matter therefore I take to be, that tlie jubilee 
was observed indeed in the fiftieth year ; but that 
this jubilee year was reckoned also as the first year 
oftiie new series of seven* weeks. Such a supposi- 
tion appears^ to me to be the ooly one that caa sa^ 
tisfactofily reconcile Moses with himself: for it al 
xmce m«kes eadb jabiiee be pnnctuaHy observed in 
the fiftieth year, and yet ascrfbes no more than 
forty nine precise years to seven weeks. Bat, how- 
ever this may be, since Maimonides teHs us, that, 
after the return from the captivity, flie Jews only 
observed the sabbatical years, and not the jubilees*; 
and since the same may be collected ivom Josephus, 
who informs us that Alexander remkted to tiie Je^^ 
their tribute every seventh year on aeeount of it» 
being sabbatical f : we may apparency infer, tha^ 

• Catmefs Diet. Vox Jubilee — ^Preface to Priflcaux^s Con* 
liection. 

t Joseph* Atlt. iud. lib. X4.ciiy« 8. ^ ^. 



< fill ) 

h whatever manner the jubilee might have been 
previously kept, seventy Levitical weeks suheqti€?it 
to the time of Ezra, when the observation of the ju-^ 
bilee was discontinuedi could have lamounted to no 
more than 490 years. Thus does Mr» liadcaster'a 
system halt at its very commencement 

(2.) His arrangement of the seventy years of the 
Babylonian captivity is no less objectionable. The 
whole contest of the book of Daniel sbewls it to be 
impossible that the scriptural first year of Cyrus 
should be the same as the scriptural first year Qf 
Darius the Mede. Such a supposition both makes 
the prophet use two different tnodes of reckoningi 
thereby introducing the most wanton and needless 
confusion ; and makes him employ language alto- 
gether inexplicable and unaccountable. When be 
says, 7 his Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius^ 
and in the reign of Cyrus the Persian^ two success 
sive reigns must plainly be meant* Had be design^* 
ed, that we should understand him as speaking of a 
JoifU reign, he would obviously have said, in the 
reign qf Darius and Cyrus; as we say, in the reign 
of William and Mary^ not in the reign of Mary dnd 
in the reign ofJVilUam the Hollander* Such being 
the case, even if the edict to rebuild Jerusalem 
mentioned in the prophecy be the edict of Cyrus^ 
it cannot be the same as the commandment which 
it said to have gone forth at the beginning of Da« 

1% wXfk 
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nicrs swpplications, because those suppltcations 
were oflTered up in. the first year of Darius, whereas 
the edict was enacted in the first year of Cyrus* 
Hence, with Dr. Blayney and the generality of 
commentators, I think it manifest, that the coin- 
mandment means only God's commandment to the 
angel to reveal the vision of Daniel; and that, as 
a special reward of his faith and piety, it went forth 
ere he had well begun to pray. Such, from the 
context seems to be the natural import of the pas- 
sage *. 

But let us concede to Mr. Lancaster, that the 
first year of Cyrus is the same as the first year jg£ 
Darius, and observe the consequences of it — h 
From this supposed first year of Cyrus he counti^ 
back seventy years, in order to arrive at the nine* 
le^nth year of Ptolemy's Nabopollassar or Nebu- 

* *^ If it be asked, To \rbat do I suppose the commandment^ 
'' ven 23, to refer? I answer, that with the generality of in- 
** terpreters 1 understand no other by it, than a eomnussioa 
^* ^ven by God to go and shew Daniel all the fallowing pap- 
^' ticularsy as a mark of God's special favour: and this I con- 
** cerve tti be the most natural import of the words taken to^ 
*• gether, At the begirmin^ of thy SttjfpHcatiovs an order came 
^ fortk^ in pursuanct of wkkh I am tome t9'9hew thecj became 
** thou art greatljf behved of God; therefore attend to the order, 
^* and consider the vision or revelation : that is, understand by 
<f whose authority I come^ and consider the import of what is nam 
•* reveakd to thee** Dr, Blayncy's Dissert p. 2ii, 2ff. 
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cbadnezzttT the &.ther ; and thence maintainsi that 
it was in the nineteenth year of Ntbuchadmzzar the 
Juthcr^ and not in the jiineteenth year of Nebuchad- 
nezzar the soHj thal^ Jerasalem and the temple were 
destroyed. Now, -since NabopoUassar reigned iSI 1 
years; since his son reigned two years conjointly 
with him ; since Jerusalem and the temple were 
destroyed in the eleventh year of Zedekiah^ and iii 
the nineteenth year of some Nebuchadnezzar ; and 
since Mr. Lancaster ascribes their destruction, not 
to Ptolemy's Nabocolassar as other chronologers do, 
tet to his father NabopoUassar: it is plain, that h^ 
throws back the eleyei>th year of Zedekiah and the 
iinal destruction of Jerusalem by the scriptural Ne* 
buchadoezzar no l«5s ^han 1 <^ years : for, Nebu^ 
chadnezzqr the son having reigned two years with 
his father, his nineteenth year according to Jere« 
miah's account coincides with his seventeenth year 
according to Ptolemy^s account — 2. Such being thei 
i^sgtse, since the years of all the kings both of Judah 
^nd Israel are given us in Scripture ; since their 
synchronization with the different kings of Assyria 
is likewise marked ; since we know that the reign 
of Tjglath Pileser commenced synchronically with 
the reign of Nabonassar, because they both began 
to reign upon the overthrow of the first Assyrian 
cmp\x^*i and since this Ti^lath Pileser^ earb/ in 

P Ste Usfer. Auaal. ia A, P. J. 3p6£, 3d6r« 
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. (lie reign 6f Ahaz, assisted him against Rezin and 
Pekah.: it v^ill necessarily follow, that to throw back 
the eleventh year of Zecjekiah 19 years will render 
it utterly impossible for Tiglath Pileser, whose reign 
Commenced in the first year of the era of Nabonas* 
car, to have been contemporary with Ahaz more 
tlian about a yeat, and that year the last of Abaz, 
I'or to throw back the eleventh year of Zedekiah 
19 years must propprtionably throw back tiie reigns 
6f all the other kings both of Judah and IsraeU 
Consequently the death of Ahaas must be thrown 
back from the beginning of the twenty first year of 
the era of Nabonassar to the beginning of the se* 
cond year of that era; that is to say, to the begin* 
hing of the second year' of Nabonassar tit Babylon 
and of Tiglath pileief at Kineveh. But Ahaa: 
reigned about, 16' years : and Tiglath Pileser assist^* 
ed him at the begiming of hjs reign over Judah, 
^nd died shortly after his twelfth year*. It is 
plain therefore that a scheme of chronology, M'hicb 
makes Ahaz die in the second year of Tiglath Pile* 
jier, instead qi siirvmng hiva^tiA being partly con- 
temporary with his 5Pn Salmaneser, must be grossly 
erroneous— 5, The incongruity of this system -will 
further appear from another circumstance, Zecha-* 

• Compare 2 Kings xv. 3fi, 57, 38-^Kvi. 1—10. xvii, I, 2, S. 
find see U&ser. Annal, in A. P. J* 3972 - 3987. and the chro« 
l»Qlogiqs4 tables i^t fhe ^M of Ppjoi^ux'^ Co|iQection« 

xm 
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fiah tells Us, that iQ the fiwrth year of Darius th^ 
Jews had kept th^ fasts of the .fifth and seventh 
mouths seventy years'*. But these fastss as it, i« 
M^ell known^ were institutec) on account of the de* 
structioti of the teniple aad the naurder ef GedaUall 
in tlie nineteenth jear of Nebuchadnezzar^ There* 
. fore tliere must be a period of seventy : years be* 
tween tlie nineteenth of. tliat Nebuchadnezzar whp 
destroyed the temple^ and , the fourth , of Darius 
Hystaspis. Now there are exactly 70 years be^ 
tween the fourth of Darius and the moeteenth of 
J^ebuchadfiezzar the son or Nabocolassari inasmuch 
as the nineteenth year of that prince according tQ 
Jeremiah's reckoning (who computes from the be- 
^aing of his two years joint reign with his father) 
duswer^ to his seventeenth year in the j cfmon of 
Ptoleqiy : w:herea3 between tbue . fourth of Dariuf 
and the nineteenth of Nebuchadnezzar the father 
or NabopoUassar^^ which (according to Mv. I^an? 
caster) coincides it/^ith the eleventh of Zedekiab^ 
there are 89 years f. Hence it is evident, that the 
temple w-as destroyed in the nineteenth year of JVe- 
buchadmzzar the son, not in the nineteenth of iVer 
ifuchadnezzar the father % — 4?, There is yet another 

mattefi 

♦ Zcchar» vii. 1,«5. 

^ Sec the Canon of Ptoleiny in the Appendix. 
X Mr; Lancaster indeed would persuade us, tliat in tli« 
^ourihyear of D^sirius the Jew6 h;id Qot fasted and fnauinej 
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matter, which no less decidedly proves the crrone* 
ousness of Mr. Lancaster's opinion. The thirty 
seventh year of the captivity of Jehoiachin expires 
with the commencement of the first year of Evil* 
Merodach*; and he was led away captive at the 
commencement of the first year of Zedekiahfs 
therefore the eleventh year of Zedekiah must have 
been the eleventh year of his captivity. But the 
first year of Evil-Merodach or Elyarodaipus is fixed 
by the canon of Ptolemy to the year 1 87 of the era 
of Nabonassar. This year then commencing (as it 
does) with the close of the thirty seventh of Jehoi- 
achin s captivity, the eleventh year of his captivity, 
and consequently the eleventh year of Zedekiah, 
toiust have coincided with the year l60 of the same 
'era. But this year coincides with the year 41S6 of 
the JuUot period ; and the Julian year 4126 coin- 

iuring the space ^seventy years, but that they had then only 
Jong fasted .and mourned on account of the seventy years, namely 
the seoeniy years of the captivity. There is do word however 
in the original to correspond with on account of, nor will it 
l)j5ar any such unnatural gloss. Mr. Lancaster indeed care- 
fully avoids introducing the expression on aocount of; and only 
^)araphrase8 the passage v>ken ye fasted and mourned even those 
fCVpUyyearSf in the same sense as we sometimes speak ellipti* 
cally of a person* s mourning his misfortunes: but thesei^is 
ytill the same. 

• See 2 Kings xxv. 27« and Jerep). lii* 3)t 

4 See $ Rings jpciv, lO-r-lf. 

piqea 
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cades -with Ptolemy^s Bevrateenth year of Naboco« 
lassar or. Nebttchadnezzar the son^ which is the 
same as the nia^teenth year of that prince accord- 
ing to Jeremiah's reckoning. Now the temple ivat 
destroyed in the eleventh year of Zedekiah : and 
this eleventh year of Zedekiah had been ^hewn to 
coincide with the nineteenth year of Nebuchadnez^ 
xar the son. Therefore it is agahi evident, tii2A 
Nebuchadnezzar the son, not Nebuchadnezzar the 
fat her 9 was the prince who destroyed the temple* 
- — 5. Nor is this all. Mn Lancaster doubly en*s in 
lus chronology. I have hitherto ^spoken of liis^ 
throwing back the eleventh year of Zedekiah nine* 
teen years, because he professes to throw it bade 
to the nineteenth year of NabopoUassar ; but ia 
• 

* Mr. Lancaster attempts to get rid of tiiis chronological 

4^0iculty, by conjecturingf that £vil-M«rodac[^ was called t<» 

tbiC throne during the seven years madness of his father, that 

this madness commenced at the close of the srth year of Jc- 

lioiachin*s captivity, and that the first year of Evil-McrodacTx 

«ras tht fini of his reign dmring the madness of his father not the 

Jirst of his reign qfter the death if his father. All this however 

^s mere conjecture ; for it is not positively known, in what part 

of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar his madness ought to be placed, 

Zior whether the government wens during tliat time vested ia 

Evil-Merodach. It is conjecture moreover, not only Unsup* 

]^fte,i4, but directly contradicted by Josephus, who asserts that 

the first year of Evil-Merodach, in which he released Jehoi- 

^chin, wa^ his first year after the death of his father* Ant* 

Jad. Ub* Xf cap. 11. ^ 2, 

. ^ reality 
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reality he throws it back twenty years, because be* 
placed this nineteenth year of NabopoUassar in the 
year 4106 oi the Julian period. His reason for 
such an arrangement is, that he may have exactly 
70 years between his raised eleventh year of Zede«* 
kiah and the capture of Babylon in the year 4 1 76 
of the saine period* Butt a& if tbb scheme were 
doc»Bed to fail in all its parts^ ti]ke nineteenth year 
of NabopoUassar, according to the canon of Vior 
ferny, does not coincide with the Julian year 4106*9 
but with the Julian year 4107 *♦ 

(3») Faulty however as hU arrangsment of th^ 
tecenftjf y^ars and the first year of Cyrus is, It is not 
80 inseparably connected w;ith his arrangement of 
the seventy weeks as necessarily to involve the faolti? 
ness of that also, I proceed now therefore to dis-i 
et»s the latter. 

Maimonides informs us, that the Jews did not 
resume their computation by weeks of years, which 
was discontinued at the commencement of the Ba« 
bylonian captivity, until the year that Ezra weirt up 
to Jerusalem^ that is, until the seventh year of Ar^ 
taxerxes. Mr. Lancaster, who contends that the 
Hventy weeks of the prophecy exactly coincide with 

* Mr. Lanc^ter's scheme of raising the ekventh year of Ze» 
dektah twenty years is confuted very ^l>iy and at a considera^ 
|)le length hy Mr. Marshall ia his treatise on tl^e seventj^ 
Weels^ 

9 wven^ 



ieventy of thete weeks of years, that iStte actual^ 
oomtnencement of tlie seoenty weeks synchronizes 
with the resumption of the Levidcal mode of com* 
putation, and that seventy Levitical weeks are equi« 
valent to 500 years, finds it necessary for his scheme 
to lengthen the reign of Artaxerxes, to curtail the 
Kign of Darius Hystaspis, and to throw back the 
whole rdgn of Xerxes, something more thad 5 
years. This curtdlment of the reign of Darius is 
made on the authority of Ctesias, who asserts that 
he reigned only 3 1 yeai^s, therein contradicting He-^ 
yodotus who assigns S6 years to his reign. The 
question therefore is, which of the two writers we 
are to ibllow« Now it is positively known, that the 
battle of Marathon was Ibught either in the thirtjr 
first year of Darius> the year in which Mr. Lancas« 
ter supposes him to die, or in his thirty second year: 
<^ these the latter opini^ui, which fixes it to the year 
4334 of the Julian period, seems to be the true one. 
It is also known that it was fought four years before 
the death of Darius, in the tenth year before the 
transit of Xerxes, and exactly ten years before he 
]ost the battle of Salamis t« It is lastly known, 

that 

* I say actual^ becaise hen he tnakf^s them commence after 
the expiration of the 73 additional years. 

t ** Parta est celeberrima hsec victoria, Boedromionis (tertii 
Iff # ^Istitip ai^tivo ipcnsis AtUci) di^ 6to, ut in Camillo refert 

^ Flutarcbus;. 
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0ist the battle of Salamis was foi^ht m &e sixtl»^ 
year of Xerxes *• But these different particuiar»t 
cannot all be true according to Mr. LancasterV 
propose ehronological arrangement. For, by sup^ 
fK^sing that the battle of Marathon was fought in 
tiie year 4£23 of the Jnliasi pefiod and in the thirty 
ilrst year of Darius^ and by yet maintaining that 
Darins reigned no more than S I years^ he allows 
BO gnsater interval between the battle of Marathonr 
and the battle of Salamis than 6 years ; and; instead 
of placing the former of these 4 years before the 
death of Darius, he f^kiees it in t3t» \ety year ii^ 
which he died. Thus, even ta say notiikig of hi^ 
d9H6k eontradiction of Ptolemy f , I think it evi^ 
i[efit, that his dii^locationF of chronol<^ in the pre* 
sent instance is no- less, unwarrantable than in thai 

• 

** PIutarcBtts; Phainppo Athenw archonte, Bt in ^nsttde Ba^ 
*^ b^t idem : ixxii die videlicet Qljmpiadts anno 3io> qtiadri^ 
^ eraiifi atiW mortem Darii, ut in lilu-o 2do si^crae historiae S^t 

verus. Sulpicius indicat; anno a(|te Xerxii^inGraeciani traiv- 
^ situm lOmo, ut in Imo historiae suae habet TliucydideSy et 

in Corinthlacorum auxtliatprum epitaphio Lysias; et ant« 
^ pugitfttn Salami fiianiv eodcm rnens^ Boedromlone &ctftm» 
^ 10 annis completis, ut apud Platonem libro 3tio de legimu^ 
^ invenimus." Usser, AnnaL in A.P.J. 4224* ' 

* See Usser. Aanal. iiv A. P. J« 4233, 4234^ 

•f Ptolemy assigns 36* years to Darius, and 4I to ArUo^ 
€vxes: Mr. Lancasiert onlj* 31 years to Di^rius, aad 46 ta 
Ajrtaxer^cs^ 

whicll 






ifrfaich was last considered ; and that ihe aeveniS 
year of Artaxerxes ought to be placed in the year 
49,56 of the Julian period, where Ptolemy's num- 
1>ers shew it ought to be plMed, not in the year 
4£50, where Mr. Lancaster places it'^. 

(4.) But, even if he had sttcceeded better than be 
has done in his chronological arrangements, the 
question would «tili be, how far we can reasonably^ 
admit 573 years, the period between his 5Uf)po$ed 
first year of Cyrus and the fdurth year from the 
frrudfixion, to be equal to the prophetic term of 46- 
venty weeks. Mr. Lancaster argues, that, as a p^ 
riod of 570 years iefore the expiration of the Baby- 
lonian captivity was estimated as no moiie than bo- 
veaty weeks; so a period of 573 years, which jnay 
be called in a roiund number 570 years, may be esti- 
«iated after the Babylonian captivity as MmilarJ^ 
being no more than seventy weeks. It is to be 
feared however, that the very basis of his argument 

♦ To tills direct proof tt may be added, that- the utitbority 
^ Ctesiat, on which Mr. Lancaster builds, has never been held 
in very high repute ; whence it is not reasonable to expect, 
that we should set aside the canon of Ptolemy and the testi- 
mony of Herodotus in his favour. " Wo find," says Dr. Pri- 
deatiXy ** but a poor trfaaracter of him among the aiiciems 
*' (Aristot. Hist, Animal, lib. viii. c. 28 — -Plutarch, in Ar- 
** taxerx.),,they generally speaking of him as a fabulous wriier-* 
Coonrct. Part i. B. vii. p. A^2. 



» 1^ no means well establbbed * : bcit^ if it kad^ 
been established with the most overbearing evi* 
dence> it would not therefore have warranted the 
inference which he b^s drawn firotn it. The Israeli 
ites^ Mr. Lancaster maiotaiD% during sewnty weeks 
iefore the Babylonian captivity^ neglected to ob- 
serve the seventy sabbatical years belonging to those 
weeks. The seventy years therefore of the capti* 
▼ity, during which tlie land rested> were reckoned 
hi lieu of the n^lected seventy sabbatical years : 
•nd the seventy weeks with the addition of the so* 
▼enty years of the captivity^ amounting in the whole 
to 570 years» wereyStilL estimated as no more than 
seventy weeks. /Now, granting for a moment tber 
accuracy of thii statement which may very well be 
disputed^ I see not what right he has thence to infer, 
that 573 years after the captivity, or 570 years aa^ 
lie wishes to call them in a round number, are sirni- 
larly equal to no more than seventy weeki^.. The 
same cause does not exist for the one reckonings 
that exists^ according to Mu Lancaster's theory^ 
for the other. Whether the Israelites negiected V> 
observe the seventy sabbatical years of tlie same 
number of weeks before the captivity, or not ; they 
certainly, as we have seen above both from Jose* 

* Tbis is so fully shewn by Air. Marsball, that U would bo 
superfluous for me here to discuSA the matter afimli* 

pbus 
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plms and Maimonides, duly observed the sabbatical 
years after the captivity from the days of Ezra, 
Who revived the ordinance of the Lcvitical T^-eeks, 
down to the very time of Christ. Hence we plainly 
cannot be u'arr anted in adding 73 years to the 500 
years ; which, according to Mr. Lancaster, elapsed 
between the first year of Artaxerxes and the fourth 
year after the crucifixion, and which he maintains 
to be equal to seventy Levitical weeks when the 
sabbatical years of those weeks are regularly ^A- 
seized. Att the sabbatical years of the seventy 
Vi'eeks of the prophecy were, by his awn account, 
reguiarty obserced; and seventy Levitical week5, 
when their sabbatical years are regularly observed, 
are, by his own account also, equal to ;500 years* 
Such being the case, the seventy weeks of the pro- 
phecy cannot with any shew of reason be extended 
to 573 years. I may add to this, that, since Mai- 
monides tells us that after the return from the cap« 
tivity the Jews never observed the jubilee years, 
seventy weeks in this case, however the jubilees 
Hiight have been formerly celebrated, could only 
have been equal to 490 years, not to 500 yeai*s a» 
Mr. Lancaster asserts *. 

♦ The render wiU find ttie whole hypothesis of Mr. Latvcas-^ 
ter confuted at large by Mr. Marshall in his treatise ah the se^ 
ventif xveeks. To that work I beg to refer him, if he should 
wish to investigate tkc matter any further. 

'(5-) After 
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(5.) After pointing out the preceding objection^ 
to Mr. Lancaster's schenje, it may seem almost su^ 
perfluous to notice his placing the cutting off* of the 
Messiah (if the original be so translated) in the 
middle of the seventieth week^ instead of at the end 
of the sixty ninthy which the express language of 
the prophecy necessarily requires*; and his vio^ 
kntly separating the abolition of the sacrifice from 
the times of the siege of Jerusalem^ to which the 
context so plainly binds it* Enough, I trust, has 
been said to shew that it is utterly untenable f- 

Having 

• " And after threescore and two weeks (added to tfie^ 
^ above-naentioncd sevpa weeks) shall Messiah be cut off.'* 
Dan. ix. 26. 

t Mr» Bennett, a Polish Jew, in a work recently published 
by him under the title of The constancj^ of Israd, has brought 
forward a discussion of the prophecy of tht seventy weeks ; nt 
which it istlifiicult to say, whether the chronology,, the tran» 
station of the original, or the application of the prediction^ i» 
the most extraordinary. 

1» He allows the great<*r period to^ mean 490 ycArs: but 
these years he computes from the beginuing of Zcdekiah's cap* 
tiYily to the commencement of the reign of Herod. The*errt» 
Vieeks or 49 years he reckons from the same era^ and makes 
them terminate with the iii-st year of Cyrus, whom he sup* 
poses to be the anointed prince or (as he thinks proper to traos^ 
late the original) the exalted prince. The remaining^ «/j:/jf three 
vetks are the period of Judah's existence from the restoration 
by Cyrus to the commencement of the reign of Her9d ; where- 
of sixty two weeks are his existence In a state of sovereigntjf^ 
mad one weelt his existence in a state of coufusiou» 
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Having thus prepared the way by discussing the 
taature of the anciebt Jewish year, the chronology 

of 

On this arrangement it mky be remarked, thatj according to 
the astronomical canon of Ptolemy, the 11th year of Zedekiah, 
coinciding with the Ifth year of Nebuchadnezzar (which ans* 
vers to his Ipth year as Jeremiah reckons the years of his 
reign), must have coincided with A. ^, N. l60 and A. P. J. 
41!^ : and the first year of Herod, coinciding with Ptolemy's 
15th year of Cleopatra, mUst have coincided with A. iE, N. 
711 and A. P.J, 4677- Hence it is manifest, that, instead of 
490 years (as Mr. Bennett informs us), there are no less than 
551 years between his supposed commencement and his sup- 
posed termination of the st^enty weeks — So again: the 11th 
year of Zedekiah coinciding with A. ^. N. 16O and A.P.J. 
41S6^ and the scriptural 1st year of Cyrus (his 3d according 
to Ptolemy, who ascribes to Cyrus the two years of Darius) 
coinciding with A. /E. N. 212 and A. P. J. 4178, it is plain 
that between these two eras there is a period of 52 years : Mr. 
Bsnnett teaches us, that there are 49 years only — ^The unac- 
countable erroneousness of his arrangement of ^^e seventy tveeks 
of course involves the erroneousness of the sixty three weeks, 

2k Had the chronology been less exceptionable, it might still 
be demanded, on what authority are the seventy weeks reckoned 
from the beginning of Z«dekiah's captivity t I can discover 
nothing but the ipse dixit of Mr. Bennett. As for the pro- 
phecy itself, it tells us to compute the first period of the seventy 
toeeks and therefore the seventy weeks themselves, from the going 
forth of an edict to rebuild Jerusalem, This would have im» 
peded Mr. Bennett's progress, had he not discovered that 
"lai wro fD, the literal version of which is from the going 
of a wordf ought to be translated in the conclusion. How such 
a version can be elicited from the Hebrew original, I am at a 

Q loss 
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of the several edicts of the Persian sovereigns, and 
the most remarkable interpretations that have been 

proposed, 

loss to comprehend. Some of his* other versions are Uttle tea 
singular. In ver. 26, he translates n»WO the regenQi^ ; he had 
previously rendered it exalted: the word, as it frequeatly oc- 
curs in Scripture, means the anointed one ; notathingf but a 
person. In the same verse he translates n^rmr* shall be subdued^ 
and tells us that its root is nnc^. He has been, led into tki& 
error by observing the letter n in Tvnw* and the same lelter 
n in »mntt^ (Psalm xxxviii. 6.)> whence he imagines that they 
spring from the same root. He ought to have known, that the 
n in *nvrw is a servile and a portion of the pronocninal suffix 
m : whereas the n in nmm* is a. radical. The two wqxds^ 
ivhich he would make one and the same,, are two perfectly dis- 
tinct words and of entirely different meomngis. In the same 
verse he translates lYpl and his gvieff instead of and the end 
thereof: but, what idea we are to annex to the whole clsMlsa 
and his grief shall be with, a floods he does not inform us* 

3« Afti^r what has beensaid^ it is almost superfluous to add 
any thing respecting his application of the prophecy. If th^ 
Messiah here spoken of mean Ci/rus^ it may be asked, from 
what text in the whole bible do the Jews derive their practice 
of calling their expected deliverer the Messiah? Wherever the 
term elsewhere occurs, we are not required bf the necessky of 
the place to apply it to the promised. Saviour* Their ancestors 
certainly understood the Messiah of Daniel. in a very different 
sense from that which Mr. Bennett recommends to us. They 
were in full expectaticoi of their great deliverer both before and 
after the ministry of Jesu9>* Why should, they have expected 
him about ^that precise tiaef if they had not computed iheisetfinty 
weeks from one or other of the Persian edicts I But, if their 
expectation was built on such a computation, then they must 

have 
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proposed, I may now proceed to an ejtamination of 
the prophecy itself. 

have looked for their Messiah in the Messiah of Daniel. Mr. 
Bennett not only contradicts the sense of the ancient Jews, but 
likewise of many of the Jewish commentators. Barnahaman, 
Moses Genindensis, the Taimudists, the Rabbins, the Hebrews 
of Jerome's time, all understood this prophecy as relating to 
the expected Messiah — He makes both the sixty nine weeks and 
t^ seventy weeks end with the beginning of Herod's feign, and 
says, that they alike expired when Jud^a was made a Romaa 
province. Both these periods couid not expire at the same 
time: and, as for Jud^a, it was not made a Roman province 
until after the 10th year of Archelaus, that is to say, full 44 
years after the beginning of Herod's reign-^How the one week 
applies to any part of Herod's reign, Mr. Bennett does not 
think proper to inform us : he satisfies himself at least with 
telling us, in general terms, that from the sixty second week 
Jud^a will be in a state of confusion as it is explained in the 
526th and 27th rerses. 

More might be said : but I am weary of the subject. This 
work certainly would not have been noticed by me, had it not 
thewn in a strong light the wretched shifts to which the J^wj) 

« 

are pbligecl to have recourse. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Concerning the proper translation of the prophecy. 

-Before any attempt can be made to explain 
the prophecy of the seventy weeks^ it will be neces- 
sary to inquire into the proper mode of translating 
it. 

The prediction itself, I conceive, ought to be read 
and translated in the following manner. 
• 

Dan. IX- 

Ver. 24. Ver. 24. 

TOP hp ^n^J a»ratt^ a»ritt^ Weeks seventy are the pre- 

CinnV) jfrnEiX: nhJ? ^»^p n»j? hff^ cise period upon thy people 
pnif «onVi pr nuaVi nwon and upon thy holy city, to 
nmvhy «»aJt ptn onn^i CD^bp complete the apostasy, and to 

• o»tt^^p tt^Tp ^e^fect the sin-*oiferings, and 

to make atonement for iniqui- 
ty, and to cause him who is the 
righteousness of the eternal 
ages to come, and to seal the 
vision and the prophet, and to 
anoint the Most Holy One. 



» 



• 



Ver. 
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a'»nSnan«»DfDV3»m)?ini But know and understand, 

"lUJ n»»D IP aV»Yl» nmVl from the going forth of an 
Cp^ant^ CD»WW1 T\p^m 0»ja» edict to rebuild Jerusalem uii- 
f nm aim nn:aJ1 ai»n OUC^I to the Anointed One the Prince. 

: C3*ni^n pivai shall be weeks seven and weeks 

sixty and two: it shall be re« 
built, with perpetual increase 
dnd firm decision, even in the 
short space of the times. 

Ver. 26. Vcr. Z6. 

C3»3^a»m nj^av DTa^nnnHl And, after the weeks seven 

^V pMl TVWD n*ia* QUtt^l o^vu^ smd the weeks sixty and two, 

itt^Tpn) 1»j^m the Anointed One shall cut oflf 

by divorce, so that they shall 

be no more his, both the city 

and the sanctuary. 

lypi *^an t:iJ tqjf n»nw» Jbr the people of the Prince 

fiyim rvarhu yp ij^l Piova that shall come shall act cor- 

:niQDtt^ ruptly: but the end thereof 
shall be^ with a flood ; and un- 
to the end of a war firmly de- 
cided upon shaU be desolations. 

Vcr. 27. Ver. 27. 

9)Om nanrh n>na Vl^ni Yot he shall make firm a co- 

: nnM venant with many for one week. 

nmfil nit naur* I6\imx\ «yni And in half a week he shall 

n^D -m QDCro y\p*m ^X^ Sp\ cause the sacrifice and meat- 

; ODW hv inn mr')nil offering to cease (for upon the 

border shall be the abomina* 
tion that maketh desolate), 
even until an utter end, and 
that firmly decided upon, shall 
]te pQured upon the dcsolator. 

I. In 
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I. In this arrangement of the original prediction, 
only four readings, different from those which stand 
in our common Hebrew Bibles, have been adopted j 
und for every one of these the most ample aathority 
may be produced. 

1 . For ab^b in the 24th verse to rest rain j I read 
nbob to Jinish in the sense of completing^ consider- 
ing it as used irregularly^ instead of fll 737. I am 
supported by thirty or forty manuscripts, the old 
versions, our present English translation, and the 
Polyglotts and Hexaplars. 

2. For Dnnbl in the same verse and to seal, I 
read OnnVl and to perfect. This is the reading 
of the Keri^ and of a great number of manuscripts: 
and it is followed by the Vulgate, the Syriac, and 
our English version, though they underistand it in 
the sense of making an end of; whicfi, if taken spi- 
ritually, will in effect be the same sense as that 
which I ascribe to it. 

3. For after weeks sixty and two in the 26th 
verse, I read after weeks seven and weeks iivty and 
two. This is one of the very few instances, in 
which even a conjectural emendation might have 
been allowable, because it is plainly required by the 

« 

context ; for, if there were to be seven weeks and 
eixty two weeks unto the Messiah^ as we are told 
in the preceding verse, he plainly could neither act 
xm suff^t^ whether the word rr\y be translated 

actively 
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mctivd J or passively, at least in his official charac- 
ter, before the expiration of sixty nine weeks. Ac* 
cordingly, most commentators hare supposed the 
^xty tw^ weehf mentioned unconnectedly in the 
SGth verse, to be sisty two weeks after €€ven weeks^ 
But happily we have no occasion to resort to con* 
jjecture: the complete reading of the .26th verse, 
perfectly according with that of the 25th, has been 
preserved in the Greek version of Aquila and in the 
Arabic ; the first of which reads after the seven 
zpeeks and stxty and two *', and the second some- 
what more fully after the seven weefts and the sixty^ 
and two weeks f . 

4. For ty)S)ptt^ abominations in the 27fh verse^ 
^he^ royal Parisian manuscript reads singularly pp^ttf 
ilie adomnatian. The word is likewise given sin- 
gularly in the Vulgatej the Syriac, the Arabic, and 
the Gxeek of ThcodotionJ. To which may be 
added, what aeemis sufficiently to decide the genuine- 
ness of the reading, that our Lord, according both. 
ta Matthew «nd Mark, cites it singularly §. 

On such authorities, the proposed reading may", 
Iithink, be safely adopted. 
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f '' Post scptem hebdoinades et sexagiiita duas hebda* 
** mades." 

J The version that generally bears the name of the lxx. 
4' Matt xxiv. 15 — Marjc xiii. 14. 

IL The 
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II. The variations from our common English 
version, which occur in- the present translation of 
the prophecy, shall next be examined, 

1. I consider the word ^Dni, in the 24th verse, 
as a participial noun. Although the root ^nCl 
occurs only once in the whole Bible, there seems 
little reason to doubt that its primitive meaning is 
to cut. Now I have already shewn, that the pe- 
riod, mentioned in the 24th verse, must be under- 
stood to look prospectively^ and not, as Dr. Blay- 
n^y supposes, retrospectively. Such being the case, 
the import of "innj cannot be cutting off^ in the 
sense of terminating. Since the period connected 
with it looks prospectively, . the most natural and 
obvious idea that can be affixed to it is that ofpre-^ 
cision and definiteness. Every limited period is cut 
out from the lapse of time in general j and thus, in- 
stead of being unlimited^ it becomes'^»re(;f and pre-' 
cise. This sense of the word has been adopted by 
two of the Hexaplar versions ; one of which renders 
it tioxifAottrintrav hwoe been approved^ or ' estimated^ 
and anQ};her t^piimvny have been decreed, It has also 
been adopted by our common English translation 
q,nd Mr. Wintle. And I am inclined to think, that 
the o-uvsT^nGfio-ay of Theodotion, though it probably 
was the prototype of the Vulgate abbreviated sunt, 
yjf'^ designed to convey much the same meaningi 

tb^t 
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that of cutting out together the whole specified pe- 
riod from time in general *. ' 

2. I render jiVd^ tB complete^ that is to say, to 
Jinish a matter in the sense of completing it. The 

- * Mr. Godwin translates it cut out^ and assigns as a reason 
because they numbered by cutting torches. I can more easily ad-* 
niit the propriety of his version, than of the reason on which it 
is founded* 

Mr^ Mede, who like myself thinks that tlie whole prophecy 
of the seventy weeks will not be finally accomplished until the 
expiration of Daniel's three times and- a half ^ understands the' 
word much in the same manner t)iat I do* *^ The word "jnTU,. 
** here translated determined or allotted^ signifies properly to'J)t 
'^ citty or cut Qutf and so may seem to imply such a sense as if 
" the angel had said to Daniel, Howsoever your bondage and* 
" captivity under the Gentiles shall not altogether cease, until 
** that succession of kingdoms which 1 before shewed thee1)e 
*^ .quite finished ; yet;&bAll &od, for the. accomplishing his pto- 
" mise concerning the Messiah, as it were ciU out of that long! 
*^ term a certain limited time, during which the captivity ,of 
** Judah and Jerusalem being intierrupted, the holy city and' 
^ commonwealth in some ipeasure shall again be restored, and 
^' ao continue till seventy weeks of years be finished/' Works. 
b. iii. p. 697' . - 

Professor Michae\is constructs and understands the word al* 
iQOst exactly in the same manner as -myself, ^* Graramatico 
** taipen forti^ prseplacuerit, ad vitandam anomaliam verbi 

singularis cum septuaginta hebdomades coDstructi, puncta 

routare, riinn^, et ^edsum^ fatum^ vertere ; septuaginta heb» 

** damades decrctum sunt Dfi super poputim twm" Supplem. 
f^d t<ex, Heb. Vox. yix}. 

word 
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word is thus u&^*fttpo4 in the Vulgate Latin *. It 
is understood in the same manner by Africanus f , 
Tertullifu^9 Tl^eofdoret, Chryspstoia ;};, and the Jew- 
ish expositors §• Apd the terms^ used by Tbeodpr 
tionjl and Aquila^ in their translations, do not 
foxhid the supposition, that such likewise ivas the 
idea which they annexed to it 
• 3. The word VB^fl, which in our English trans- 
latiQn is rendered transgression^, does not mean 
transgression^ in general of any description, but a 
f0V(^ with a high hand from the person to whom 
obeiSence is due as a sovereign. When that sove- 
reign therefore is, God, and the revolt is taken in a 
i:eligious sense, it is equiyalent to a determined apos^ 

p. «. Ut contuminetuf prs^aricatio.*^ ' 

^ ** Postquam consumroata sunt ddicta/^ Afric* apud 
Hicroiu Comment, in Dam ii^ loc. 

{ ^' Sen»us est prim«, q. d. Donee impieiaa ad sumnnim eres* 
** «fl/,: ita ' ut amplius augeri nequeaty doftec stilicct occidrthtr 
''. Christtis nasteTy quod summum fidt peecatum. Unde Tertuil. 
^'. lib« <conira Jud^os legit, quoadtuqwe inveteretur delictum. Ita 
'* Theodor. Euseb. 1. S« Demons, et S. Cbrysost. orat. 2. con- 
'^ tra Judasos. Sic taedictts expecfat crisih morbi, ut i$ totrnn 
*^ se exserat, crescatque ad summum ; tumque curationem in- 
** ; ci pi t, . cum morbus plan^ cogni tus decrescere* incipit .*' Cor- 
nel, a Ltapid. Coimnent. in Dan. in loc. 

§ <* Judsei verUint ut fttfidatur^ vel ut cormumfnetur, vel ad 
**, suihmwn. perducatur/' J^oliw Synep. in loe. 

tasr/; 



tasy: which apostasy maj^ g9 ou ^acin?wing fi:pm 
bad to worse, until at leqg^, by 3oiap peculiarly 
daring act of rebellion it is CQmHmp^ed^ ^^^9S ^^^f^^^ 
incapable of receiyuig any addition tfi its attt>* 
city/ 

4. The word nKDH, a? it; is wdl knoifo, s^gniftcs' 
a si/i-qferingj as well as ^w jtaelf, fronx the circupa-, 
stance of the sins of (1^^ saqrificer being, under tbq[ 
Levitical disperisatipn^ irppu,miv§ly ti:8wsferi;ed^ 19^ 
the victim which he sacrificed. In th^ sepse I un-, 
derstand nWpn a^, i^ pcpujrs in the present pasi- 

5. In the 25th v^sje, .th^ lite^'al translation of the. 
priginal Ishti^Ti^ niia^l yti^n^ is to bring back, 
and to build Jerusakmi which is aq Hebraism equi- 
valent to the single^ expression t(y. r^ebtfild Jcru-' 

• * 

salem. 

6. The latter end of the S|5th verse is reifdered 
in our common English version, the street. shall be 
built again and the wall even in troublpHS timfiSf, 
'^ To this translation^^" .as Dr^ Blayn,ey pbsijrvj?^^ 
*^ the following objec^ioij^ occur, • Firat, that the - 
" verbs nDJUJI ^Wn, being both feminine, can- 
** not by rules of grammar be constructed with the 
" following qouns^ . which ?fre nj^si^vilinc^ But, 
^\ granting that tbis.objiectioa might beigot over by 
^^. making Jefmsalem the subject of the verbs, and 
'* the nouns street and wall to be used in apposi- 

" tion; 
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* • 

** tion; it may next be queiStioned by what autho- 
^ rity the w6rd ^i'ln is interpreted to signify a 
• toall. In this sense it is certainly used no where 
^ else ; and I think it will be found difficult to ac- 
" count for, how any such meaning can be deduced 
^ from its root or from any term of affinity with 
" it*.** The passage is undoubtedly obscure; yet, 
I trust, not so incapable of elucidation as Michaelis 
represents it f. Though I give a somewhat differ- 
ent version of it from that of Dr. Blayney, yet it 
appears to me, as it previously did to him, that the 
fundamental error in our common translation is the 
considering the two words iin*l and p'ln as suIh 
stantvves, instead of *oerbs in the infinitive mood 
Taken gerundively. The word an*! signifies to be 
enlarged: its infinitive 3in*1 therefore, used gerun- 
diveiy, will signify with enlarging itself or with con^ 
tinual enlargement. The other verb yin signifies . 
primarily to cut short ^ whence it acquires the me- 
taphorical sense of deciding or determining : its in- . 
imitive piPI therefore, used in a similar manner ge- . 
rundi vely, will signify with firm deciding or with . 

* Dr. Blayney's Dissert, on the seventy weeks, p. 36, 37- 
» + " The professor Michaelis owns hknself totally at a loss, 
'^ and vnable t6 satisfy himself with bis own or any other con- 
•* jectures about the true sense .of these worck/' namely 
nwi and f nn. Dr. Blayney's Dissert, on the seyeiity weeks, 
p. 37. 
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Jirm decision*. Hence the import of the cluusd 
will be, that the city should be rebuilt, continually 
increasing until at length the work should be com<* 
pleted : and that this work of rebuilding it should 
be carried on with the most firm decision on the 
part of the superintendants, in spite of all th^ op- 
position which they might encounter in the progress 
of it either from within or from without 

7. I translate D^nVP! plit^l in the short space 
of the times. This is the literal version, which, 
with Mr. Wintle, I prefer to the metaphorical ver- 
sion in troublous times adopted in our English 
translation. The times, it is true, were sufficiently 
troublous, and many impediments were thrown in 
the way of the business even to the end of the ad- 
ministi*ation of Nehemiah : but I doubt whether this 
be the precise meaning intended to be conveyed by. 
the expression. Since the sixty nine weeks, which 
bring us unto Messiah the prince, are divided into 
seven weeks and sixty two weeks, we may naturally 

• " In one of the manuscripts collated at Paris the latter of. 
** these words is read with the preposition a before it, rnnil, 
" which strengthens the supposition of its being a ge^un(^^: 
"and, though I do not find that any of the collations exhibit 
" 7Vrr\ with the like prefix, yet the reading of Uiis word by the 
** Lxx with the preposition «»« before it affords some reason to , 
<* presume that it might have been so read in some of the more 
** ancient copies.*' Dr. Blayney's Dissert, p. 37. . 

conclude, 
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conclude, that they are so divided, tiot arbitrarily, 
but for some good reason. Now, if we translate 
Ae original expression in troubloics timeSf we shall 
no where throughout the whole prophecy find any 
intimation, why the seven weeks aire thus cut off 
froiii the beginning of the sixty nine weeks : but, if 
^e render it in the sftort space of the timeSy we 
shall then learn, that this short space, namely the 
seven weekSy short when compared to the sixty two 
weeksy is the period during which Jerusalem should 
be rebuilt. Accordingly, the passage is translated 
in the Vulgate in angustia temporum ; by A. Piiv- 
ver, in the shortest of the times ; and in the Ency- 
clopedic, dans le peu de terns *. 

8. In the 26th verse I consider the verb rr\y 
as the future of Kaly not of Niphal; and thence 
think, with Dr. Blayney, that it ought to be ren- 
dered actively, though I do not assign precisely the 
^kxne signification to it that he does, t understand 
it in a moral sense ; and render it he shall divorcey 
or he shall cut off by a bill (f divorce. Such is the ^ 
import of its derivative nnHD ; which is properly 
rendered by our translators divorceme7ity though its 
literal ideal meaning is a cutting off: hence, in 
Deut. xxiv. 1, 3, where it occurs, Aquila explains 
it by the word xoirr? ; and Symmachus, by ^i«>to7njj. 

• See Mr. Wintlc's Trauslatioa of Daniel in loc* 

Mr. 
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Mr. Parkhufst asserts, that its radical verb n*13? 
does not occur in this sense in the Bible : but very 
rightly observes, that " there is no reason to doubt 
" but it was used in the Hebrew of Ecclus. xxv. 

• S6 or 36, If she (thy wife) go not as thou xcouMst 
have hevy cut her off (Gr. oiir^i^\) from thy 

flesh*'' I disagree with him in thinking that 
the verb rHD never occurs in the Bible in the sense 
of divorcingy for I believe such to be its import in 
the present passage* The use that I make, of this 
translation will be seen hereafter. Many are very 
unwilling to give up the passive seftse of the verb, 
and the translation of the subsequent clause lb \^ti\ 
but not for himself considering the whole as a re- 
markable attestation to the doctrine of the atone- 
ment made by the voluntary sacrifice of the Son of 
God. Happily, the truth of this all-important doc- 
trine does not rest upon a passage, the contei^t of 
which, as it appears to me, forbids it to be so tran*- 
slated. The si.vty nine weeks bring us unto the 
Messiah : yet, if Vny be considered as the future 
of Niphal and be passively rendered, the Messiah 
is also to be cut off after these very sixty nine weeks. 
Unt4^ the Messiah however, as I have already ar- 
gaed^ must mean unto his coming either natural or 

♦ H^b. Lex. Vox nTD. Thus Bttxtorf, " mnna Rqmdium, 
** quasi conjugii scb^io vel roscissio." 

official : 
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ofi^cial : it cannot, without a most unnatural peN 
version of the phrase denote unto his death. And 
after sixty nine weeks must mean immediately after 
or at the close of si.vty nine weeks : for, if after is 
to be taken in a large sense, this notation of time 
is altogether indefinite and therefore evidently use- 
less ; because, if Messiah be not cut off precisely 
at the end of the sixty nine weeksj but at the end of 
sixty nine weeks and some additional portion of time 
(no matter whether it be longer or shorter), it is not 
. easy to discover the utility of specifying the exact 
term of sixty nine weeks, when the prophet might 
have expressed himself with perfect accuracy by 
saying sixty nine weeks and one year^ two years^ 
half a weeky or whatever might be the additional 
portion oftim^e. Since then the coming of the Mcs^ 
siah is fixed to the end of the sixty nine weeks, his 
death cannot likewise be at the end of them : for 
that would make his coming synchronize with his 
deaths and thus allow no time for the discharge of 
his prophetic office. To this may be added, that it 
can be positively shewn, as it will hereafter be 
shewn *, that his death takes place at the end of the 
seventy weeks: hence it plainly cannot also take* 
place at the end of the sixty nine weeks; which wc 

• Chap. vi. % L 1. (1.) (2.) (3.) $. This point has alreaJy 
been briefly touched upon in Chap. iii. § I« 3. 

must 



I 



must donclade (unless i?e make the ^ord aftei* p^N 
fectly nugatory and indefinite), if we translate the 
passage after the weeks seven and the 'weeks slvty 
and twe Messiah shall be cut off but not for him-^ 
self. In fact, tiie most strenuous advocates for the 
unnatural supposition, that unto the Messiah means 
unto the death of the Messiah^ even after tiiey have 
adopted the expedient of computing by lunar years 
of S60 days eiich, are still unable to make the cru- 
cifixion fall out, where according to their scheme it 
ought to fall out, at the close of the sixty nine weeks: 
for Bp. Lloyd, Mr. Marshall, and Mr. Butt, are all 
obliged to acknowledge, that it happens, not at the 
end of the sixty nine weeks, but nearly a year after 
their expiration. But,4f it be thus evident, that the 
death of the Messiah does not take place at the cloa^e 
oithe siJtty nine weeks ; and, if it be acknowledged, 
that the word' after cannot, witlioiit rlinning into a 
moAt unwarrantable licence 6f interpretation, be 
understMd in what Dr. Prideaux calls a large sense, 
but what in reality is t just the sense which it liiay 
be convenient for an expositor to assign to it : then 
it will follow, that to render rny passively, and to 
understand it to relate to the cutting off ^ of the 
Messiah by a violent deaths must necessarily be 
erroneous. I f then it cannot be rendered passively 
as the future of Niphal, it must be rendered actively 
^RS tl)o future of Kdl. It must tliercfoi*e relate to 

R something 
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somethihg that the Messiah doe$s liot to ivbat be 
suffers : a condusion indeed, wiuch inevitably must 
be drawn from the circumstance of the tiling ex*' 
pressed by ST^y synchronizing with the coming ojf 
the Messiah, and preceding his death at the end of 
the seventy weeks. 

9. The word TVtVtf^ has usually been understood 
in the physical si^nse of destroying ; and, whateter 
nominative case may be ascribed to it, has been 
translated shaU destroy^ and has been supposed to 
relate to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Bxh 
mans under Titus* I rather indHne to interpret it 
tn a moral sense, and to consider it as assigning the 
reiasm ^ky Messiah should cut off from himself by 
divorce his mystic wife the I^evitical church. Tbb 
verb, both in Pihel and Hiphil, sign^es not only 
transitively tfi corrupt, hut likewise intrcmsitively 
to be corrupt or to act corruptly. Thus, in Pihdf 
we have •joy nnt^ thy people kath acted corrupt^, 
ly *.; and thus, in Hiphil, jth^ conjugation here used 
by Daniel, we have p^flTlBfO XSSfTl the people ^ 
were acting corruptly t* Hence, in a simihur man- 
ner, I translate the future H^hil. tVTSVP shall act 
corrt^y or shall corrupt themselves^ 

10. In our common English version, the first 
>dause at the beginnmg of the S£tix verse is arranged 

* Esoi. sxxii. 7. f S CkvaU lamu 2, 
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and tmtulated Messiah shall be Cut off ^ hui mifot 
himself i aud the secodd clause, and the people of 
the prince that shall Come shall destroy the city and 
the sanCttutry, Accordidg to my arrangement and 
tratislajdonj the first clause is Messiah shall cut off 
hy a bill of diwrcei so that they shall be no more 
his J both the city and the sanctuary} and the se- 
cond clause^ the people of the prince that shall come 
shall act corruptly. In thia arrangement of the 
two clauses, though not id the translation of tbeni, 
I have followed Dr* Blayi>ey .' and^ for the propriety 
Qf it, in addition to the reasons already assigned, 
the word iVpi and the end thereof in tlte following 
or third clause of the verse^ affords a fresh argu^ 
i^ent For, if the other arrangement be adopted, 
it is not easy lo assi^ the antecedent, to which th!& 
protioun thereof has reference^ Tlie Messiah \% 
could not be : for how could his end be with a food? 
Nor could it be the city and sanctuary : for thep- 
the pronoun should have been in the plural, in-' 
Mead of the ain^lar, number Nor could it h& 
the city singly, as i^luding the sanctuary : because 
"Vyn the city is feminme, but the pronoun is mas« 
ciUine« Nor lastly could it be the people, if by 
people were meant the Roman army ; nor yet ^ev* 
Commander : because ndther did he, nor his army, 
ccHne to an end by a Jhad; but, on the contrary, 
iuccecded in utterly destroying Jerusalem. Bu^ 

»» if 
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if by the people of the prince that should come be 

intended the Jewish nation^ which it plaihly must 

be accorjiing to the present arrangement, but which 

it' no less plainly cannot be accordhig to the other 

arrangement ; then both the grammar is duly pre- 

' served, and the import of the prophetic imagery re- 

mains unviolated. For we obtain a regular ante- 

* cedent for thereof - namely the Jertush nation : and 

the endof t\mt nation was by a food; which, as it 

is well known, signifies in the prophetic language 

a hostile invasion ; tliat, like a mighty inundation, 

iBweeps away all before it, ' and spreads havock and 

. desolation over a whole country *. 

♦ For this argument I am indebted to Dr. Blayney, Ife 
liimself indeed understands yp to mean the cutting off or th€ 
txcisitm of the Jewish nation, not the end or termnation of it, 
' But I doubt whether the word will bear ^uch a translation. 
The en;d is called fp, because it cuts offa, term of existence from 
*the preceding period ; not because the nation, to which the 
Substantive is applied, is cut of by hostile excision. Had the 
Jewish nation quietly and without bloodshed merged into the 
Roman empire, its end would just have completely arrived, 
lind t\iVLtend might just as properly, have been expressed by tha 
word fp, as it is at present. The violence of its downfall is do- 
scribed, not by rp which simply denotes hs termination, but by 
•jtov the deluge or hostile invasion that effected it. Indeed h« 
himself immediately after translates the very same word, when 
connected with var, by. tht end; as thus, ti/i/o the end of m 
war. 

11. The 
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11. The feminine Niphal participle nX^lW in 
the last clause of (he 26th verse is by our translators 
not ill rendered determined: but they improperly 
construct it with the plural^ substantive desolationsy 
instead of the feminine singular substantive war^ 
It is a participle of the same verb •pn, that occurs 
towards the latter end of the 25th verse. The 
meaning of this verb I there considered to be to 
decide, or to determine : and in the same sense I 
think it ought here also to be understQpd, The 
most obvious and natural construction, of the pre* 
j^ent passage is to suppose, that the feminine parti^ 
ciple n^nj agrees • with the feminine substantive 
nonbOj which it imtneidiately succeeds. These 
two words therefore constructed together will sig-r 
nify a war firmly decided upon, or a war inevitably 

predetermined, 

12. In the S7th verse I have followed Dr. Blay- 
ney and Mr. Wintle in trahsiilating >)i3 the border^ 
as being that version of the word which seems the 
most easy and the least constrained. Nor in rea- 
lity does it at all clash with Christ's quotation of 
the phrase the abomination of desoiatiofi, which in 
the Hebrew immediately follows t|J3. " Our Sa- 
" viour's words," says Dr. Blayney, ^^ are thus re- 
^ ported by St. Matthew j When ye therefore shali 
^^ see, the akomitwti^n of desolation, spoken, (f by 
•♦ Daniel the prophet, stand iu the holy place^ 



( ^46 ) 

^' iy To»M »yiy * : and by St Mark somewhat differ* 
•* ently; BtU^ when ye shall see the abminat ion of 
** desolation^ spoken of by V^xmel the prophet y stsmd- 
" ing where it ought mtf w » ft^f* But by St 
,<* Luke tbcy are evidently (Hiraphrased; Jnd, when 
*^ ye shall see Jerusalem compassed with ainmes^ 

** 0-aAi9jub|. From which dHFereiiee it is evident, 
^* first of ally that the evangeli^ta did not ihiqk it 
*' necessary to adhere to th6 precise words used by 
^^ Qur Lord, proi'ided th^y kept up to the sense of 
*^ them; and secondly, that by the abominatim of 
** desolation standing in the holy place^ox where it 
^' ought not J th^ same b meant as by Jerusalem 
^^ compd^ed with armies; the armies of the Roman 
^^ empire, which, wer^ an abomination to the Jews 
^^ on account of their standards to which a religious 
^* worship ( was paid §, at the same time that they 
*^ were used as the immediate instrument of their 
^* desolation. Let us now consider the Hebrew 
*' text Some persons seem to be much elated 
** (perhaps more so than there is occasion for) on 
" account of a discovery lately made in the colla- 
.*♦ tion of a Hebrew manuscript in the royal library 
*^ at fariB, which i^ said to coptaiQ a reading qiore 

♦ Chf »»▼• 15, t Ch, xiii. 14, I Ch. :ixi. 20, 

^ Joseph, de bell, Jpd. 1« y'u ^. £* § 1« 

^' conformable 
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conformable to tiie words eked by our Savi- 
OHr, than that which is found in the printed 
copies. The difference is, that, instead of 
^* CDDBfD tyT\pttf ^33 Va the manuscript reads 
DDWO fip^B^ n»rt» Va^nai; which literally 
translated is, and in the temple shall be the abo* 
^* fnination (^ desolation, or of the desolator, and is 
*^ the same with what is to be met with in the Latin 
** Vulgate, et erit in templo abqmtnatio desolatioms. 
^^ But I am afraid there is a much greater retbrma* 
^' tion of the text made here, than can reasonably 
*^ be expected, or indeed be approved of. Thus 
^^ much perhaps we may be induced to give the 
^ leainiscript credit for, that it has given the true 
'^ reading of pp^ttf abomination \ti tlie singular num- 
*^ ber, instead of D*!ftpt8f in the plural : Which latter 
*' is disclaimed by moat of the ancient versions, as 
^ well ^ by the Gospel citations ; and besides will 
^' scarcely afford a tolerable sense consistent with 
•* grammar •• It is also easy to conceive how a 
^ transcriber might be led to add the Mem to the 
^' end of pp^tfi^ from the .next word beginning with 

* ^< If we read C9>tnptt^» it faonot be constnied inregimina 
.^ with the following itouh, as it should then t>e lead »y>pQ^« 
** Of this our traivtlators seem to. have been well aware, who* 
** as wdl as the Sj/riac^ have referred it back to the noun pre* ' 
'* ceding ^43 ; but, with v^hiit propriety as to the sense, is mat^ 
•• ter of question/' 
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" the satbe letter, after which the transposkioo of 
'* the Jod would be ^ deemed a natural cprr^ction. 
'* But the difference is so very great between 
^' S^iD hy^ and n*n^ ^ypint, that the one cpuld not 
^^ possibiy be substituted for the other by accident ; 
^ and, supposing there was a design to chapge 
** rrn* bSNHil, I tliink it would puzzle any man 
*^ to guess why the words ^^33 by^ should be fixed 
*^ on to be placed in their stead ; whereas the rear 
^^ son is sufficiently obvious for tnaking th$ change 
. '^ in the contrary direction. JSut after all„ is it true 
^* that the new found reading is more conformdbla 
V in this particular to our I^rd'$ quotation than the 
^^ old established one? To ipe, I must confess, 
.^' it appears otherwise* Indeed it is far from be- 
^' ing dear, that our Saviour cited frcwi the pro- 
" phet Daniel any more than the two words which 
" signify the abomimtion of desohtim; for his 
/' words are, iVh^n ye shall s/eetfic ubomnation of 
.*^ desolation spoken of by Daniel the prophet: 
^^ whereas, if the rest heid be^9 a part, of the cita- 
}^ tion, it ought rather to have been expressed thus, 
" When ye shall sec the abomination of desolation 
^^ Standing in the holy place, or wh€7*c it ought not^ 
*' as Spoken of\ or foretold^ by the prophet Daniel. 
^' But neither do the terms holy city, or where it 
*' ought not^ necessarily imply the structure or edi- 
'^^ Jiee oj the temple i but take in the environ^ of it 

" also, 
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'* also, the motmtain on which it was built : antf 
" even the xvhole city with its suburbs^ on accoiint 
'* of its relation to God, was accounted holy toa, 
^^ and therefore unfit to be profaned by the ap* 
^* proach of any thing so- abominable, as were the 
" idols of heathen worship. Nor is it true, that 
^^ tlie Roman legions ever did set up their standi 
** ards in tlie temple, Vd^HU, that is, within or 
^' upon the house or building, till such time as the 
^' city was finally taken : whereas the fact alluded 
'' to by Christ was manifestly something prior to 
" that event, as a progmstic of it * ; and doubtless 
*^ Mras meant of that near approach which Cestius 
^' made, when be had taken the lower town, and 
^^ c^me near enough to attempt setting fire to the 
** outer gate of the temple f* Then I think it 
" might properly be said, that the abomination of 
" desolation was P)JD Vjf, upon the border or o«/- 
'* ski7*t of both the city and temple ; for ^JD, 
^' which primarily signifies wing^ is used metapho* 

^ This is plain, both from the circumstance of our Lord^s 
directing bis disciples, not to^ think' flight necessary until they 
should see th^ (domination rf desolation standing in the holy 
places and from St. Luke's explaining this language to mean, 
not the final destruction nf Jerusalem when the standards were 
worshipped in the temple, but the previous compassing of tlie citu 
with armie$. 

-f Josept|. de b^^lU Jud. lib- ji, cap. 1<). § 5« 

** rically 
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^ rically to denote the border or extremity of any 
*' thing, as Df a garment, and also of a place or 
" territority. So that the abomination of denotation 
'* beipg on the border answers well to Jerusalem 
'^ being compassed with armies^ standing in the holy 
^' place^ and r^kere, in the estimation of a Jew 
^* at leasl^ they certtiinly ought not. This there- 
^^ fore I conceive to be the genuine reading, 
^* tDOB^D PjS^tS^ ^iD by^ and that it ought to be 
'^ rendered thus ; And on the border (encompassmg 
^^ and pres^ig close upon the besieged) shall be 
?* the abomination of desolation^ .^^ 
. if et, though I believe tliat the^passage oogbt thus 
to be translated and understood, I think it right to 
observe, tiiat t)33 Vy might also be rendered upon 
the wingy that is to say, upon the wing of a building. 
According to thb version, the wing might be under- 
stood of the timer Jntoma^ which formed a kind of 
witig to the temple, being joined to it by porticos : 
imd the placing the abomination of desolation upon 
that wing might relate to the lodgment made by the 
Romans with their military idols the standards! 
upon the tower Antonia, at the Very time when 
Titus is said to have had the first intelligence that 
the daily sacrifices of the temple had ceased a littler 

* Dr. Blayney*8 Dissertation on the seventy weeks, p. 50, 
51, 52. 
f Tacitas calls them propria kgfonum iumina* 

before 
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* 

liefore * — Bat to this translation the objection will 
manifestly recur, that it does not accord with the 
sense which our Lord gives to the expression* He^ 
exhorts his disciples to fiet into the mountains from 
the devoted city, when they should see the abomina* 
tion of desolation standing in the holy place ; ov^ as 
St. t-uke paraphrases his words, to fiee into the 
mountains^ xoheyi they should see Jerusalem com* 
passed with armies- It is plain therefore, that 
Christ considered the abomination of desolation as 
standing in the holy place 1)efore the Roman stand- 
ards were set up and worshipped in the precincts of 
the temple, even from the very time when Jerusa- 
lem was compassed vAih ai'mies; and thence ex- 
horted bis disciples to avail themselves of the op- 
portunity that should be afforded them of seeking 
their safety in flight, which they could not have 
-<lone had they waited until the standards were set 
up either in the tower Antonia or in tlie temple. 
Now with this view of the prophecy, if we translate 
t\y2 hy upon 4he border ^ that is, upon the extreme 
Qircurnfercnce of the city^ the passage w ill exactly 
agree. And, in further confirmation of the pro- 
priety of the version, it may be observed, that our 
Lord does not charge the disciples to wait until they 
saw tlie daily sacrifice taken away, and then to fleo 

^ See Dr, Blayney's piasert. p. 53, M* ^ 

into 
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into the mountains ; because, had they waited thus 
long, their flight would have been impracticable: 
but only until they saw the abomination of desola- 
tion standing in the holy place, or where it ought 
not ; in other words, until they saw Jerusalem com- 
passed by the Roman armiiBS. Accordingly, they 
waited exactly so long. Cestius invested Jerusa- 
lem; and the Christians acjcnowledged the sign 
predicted by their divine master in bis explanation 
of this part of Daniel's prophecy. But how could 
they escape, as they had been warned to do, when 
the city was compassed by hostile assailants ? Their 
Lord was not unmindful of them ; nor was it pos<^ 
sible, that one jot or one tittle of his words should 
fail. Cestius,, unaccountably upon military prin- 
ciples, drew off his army for a short season ; and 

the Christians escaped *« 

13, The 

* Mr. Butt gives a difTercnt turn to the translation vpon the 
wine^ supposing it to import, that the abomination of desolation 
nr the Roman eagles should take wing towards Jerusalem, This 
exposition is certainly not liable to the same objcctidn as that 
vliich refers the wing to the tower Jntonia considered as a wing 
of the temple: but it may be a question, how far the Hebrew 
idiom will accord with the English, We indeed speak of a 
bird being upon the wing ^ meaning that the bird is in the act of 
flying ; but it does not therefore follow, that »]iD hv would con- 
vey any such idea to the njind of a Jew, The expression in 
Ps^lm xviii. 10, upon the wings of the wind^ which Mr. Butt 
cites in support Qf his glossi has no analogy to our English 

idioms 
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1 3. The translation of the last clause of the pre* 
diction is now the only matter which remains to bd 
accounted for : and here the chief difficulty will be 
removed, if we can ascertain the proper nominative 
case to the verb ^nn shall be poured. This, I anj 
persuaded, is the feminine substantive H^D an utter 
consumption ox full end. The compounded word *iyi 
I take conjunctively for even untilj and consider it 
as limiting the fime during which the sacrifice and- 
meat-offering should be abolished and tlie land . of 
Jud^a should lie desolate. The time, thus speci- 
fied for the continuance of their abolition, is the pe- 
riod which elapses from their being caused to cease 
in the half week to the pouring of utter destructioa 
upon the desolator: ** in half a week he shall cause 
" the sacrifice and meat-offering to cease (for upon 
" the border shall be the abomination that maketh 
" desolate), even until an utter end, and that 
" firmly decided upon, shall be poured upon the 

** desolator*." 

14. In 

4 

idiom. It is not said, that Jehovah was upon the wing^ but that 
he^fiew upon the wingt of the wind» CoiQment. on the proph. c^ 
ihe Ixx weeks, p. 6. 

• " See V used in this inanner with a future verb, Gen. 
" xxxviii. 11. Prov, vii. 23. Hos. x. 12. It is not clear, 
** whether our last English translators of the Bible did not 

« 

** understand 191 in this sense, as may be seen from pointing 
^ iheir version in the following manner: and for the over* 

« spreading 
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14. ta this passage, the verb ^fl again occnn 
for the third time m the course of tlie present pro- 
phecy, aad in the same form of its feminine Niphal 
participle ninn3 that it bad already once before 
occurred in. I still translate it in the same sense 
of firmly decidiftg^ and suppose it here to agree 
Brith the feminine substantive n^3 the nominative 
case to the verb Tnn ; an utter endy and that 
firmly decided upon : that is to say, though venge- 
ance may seem to linger, yet is it finnly deter* 
mined, it shall surely bq poured out at the last 
upon the head of the now triumphant desola- 
tor. 

1 5. The last word in the prophecy DDW I 
render actively the desolator^ instead of passively, 
the desolated. The participle itself is doubtless 
capable of b^ing rendered in either sense, being 
from its formation ambiguous : but, since Daniel 
twice elsewhere* uses it actively, and since (^ 
will hereafter appear f) there are abundant rea- 



f' spreading of abammations he shall make it desolate, even until 
** the consummation^ and that determinedy shall be poured upon 
^ the desolate. But it is certainly so taken in the old English 
^ version of Queen Elisabeth's time, which reads, even until 
^ the consummation determined shall be poured upon the desolate J' 
Blayney'ls Dissert, p. 54. 

♦ Dan. viii, 13— xii. 11. 

t Chap. vi. § VL 8. 

4 ' ^Qi 



Mns for concluding that it ought so likewise t^ 
be understood here, I have translated it accord* 
ingly *. 

* It 19 trauflated in tlit tame manner by Bp. Lloyd* 
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CHAPTER V. 



Concerning the mutual relation of the di^erenf 
clauses of the prophecy considered in the ab' 
St r act. 

At is highly useful and important to obtain a clear 
view in the abstract of the mutual relation of the 
different clauses of a prophecy, before we attempt 
to interpret that prophecy by applying it to facts. 
Such was the plan, on which Mr. Mede drew up 
his Clwvis Apocalyptica ; wherein the synchronisms 
of the different parallel parts of the Revelation are 
merely arranged and established, without even an 
attempt to explain the meaning of the predictions 
themselves. These being duly arranged, he was 
then prepared to enter upon the work of regular 
exposition by comparing the prophecies witli their 
supposed historical accomplishment The plan is 
so judicious, that I purpose to adopt it iu the fol- 
lowing investigation. 



Danu 
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Dan. IX. 

24. Weeks seventy are the precise period upon 
thy people and upon thy holy city, to complete the 
apostasy, and to perfect the sin-ofFerings, and to 
make atonement for iniquity, and to cause Mm xvhd 
is the righteousness of the eternal ages to come, and 
to seal the vision and the prophet, and to anoint 
the Most Holy One. 

25. But know and understand, from the going 
forth of an edict to rebuild Jerusalem unto the 
Anointed One the Prince shall be weeks seven and 
weeks sixty and two : it shall be rebuilt, with per- 
petual increase and firm decision, even in the short 
space of the times. 

26. And, after the weeks seven and the weeks 
sixt}' and two, the Anointed One shall cut off by 
divorce, so that they shall be no more his, both the 
city and the sanctuary. 

For the people of the prince that shall come shall 
act corruptly : but the end thereof shall be with a 
flood ; and unto the end of a war firmly decided 
upon shall be desolations. 

27. Yet he shall make firm a covenant with 
many for one week. 

And in half a week he shall cause the sacrifice 
and meat-offering to cease (for upon the border 

S ^hal( 
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shall be the abomination that maketh desolate), even 
until an utter end, and that firmly decided uporv 
Bhall be poured upon the desolator. 



From an attentive view of this prophecy we may, 
I think, establish the following positions^ which will 
be useful in binding down the interpretation of it 
within certain fixed limits and in checking any un- 
warrantable flights of imagination. 

1. The secenty weeksy mentioned in the 24/A 
^oerscy must be understood as looking prospec- 
tively. 

This point I argue in the following manner. 
The expression D^y^ty D^VZli^ is rendered se- 
verity weeks by all the old versions * : it is so un- 
derstood by all the ancient commentators in their 
several expositions of the prophecy : it is likewise 
so understood by the Jewish writers, notwithstand- 
ing the formidable argqment which it holds forth in 
favour of Christianity : and the general context erf 
the whole prediction imperiously requires, that it 
should be so understood. The version of it pro- 
posed by Dr. Blayney, namely weeks sufficient^ 
possesses none of these recommendations. It con- 
tradicts the translation, which has generally been 

-* I have already observed, that the orieatal veisions nay 
^li«wever, like the Hebrew, be ambiguous. 

received 
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received both by ancients and moderns, both by 
Jews and Christians : it does not quadrate with the 
context of tlie prophecy : it exhibits Daniel as af- 
fecting unnecessary obscurity : it produces a phra- 
seology unparalleled in Scripture: it is palpably 
contrived to serve a turn. If then the expression, 
must necessarily be rendered seventy zveeksj those 
Seventy weeks must necessarily look pi^ospectively ; 
because the particulars to be accomplished within 
them cannot be shewn to have been accomplished 
within the precise number of seventy weeks or 490 
years previous to Daniel's vision. 

2. Since the seventy xveeks are the appointed pe* 
tiod to effect sis differe?it particulars specified by 
Danielj their termination must he marked by the 
effecting of some one or more of these particulars. 

This is manifest from the circumstance of the 
,^€venty weeks being a precise limited time. If they 
do not expire with some one of the specified parti- 
culars, but extend beyond the last of them, then 
they cannot with propriety be simply said to have 
- been appointed for the effecting of them : because, 
if they extend beyond the last to no remarkable era, 
then a smaller portion of time, precisely reaching to 
the last, ought to have been marked out; and, if 
they extend beyond the last to an era noted for 
some remarkable event, then that event ought to 
have been specified in the list of particulars, other- 

s 2 wise 
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mse the list is defective, and they are in reality the 
appointed period to effect something more than the 
prophet teaches us they should effect. On tlie other 
hand, if they do not expire with some one of the 
specified particulars, but terminate before all those 
particulars are accomplished, then a larger portion 
of time ought to have been marked out : because it 
is manifest, that seventy weeks cannot be said to 
have been appointed to effect all the particulars in 
question, if some of the particulars in question be 
not effected until long after the expiration of the 
severity zceeks. But, if the severity weeks can nei- 
ther extend beyond the last particular, nor fall short 
of it; then they must terminate exactly tvith its 
accomplishment 

3. ^Though the seventy weeks must terminate with 
smne one or 7nore of the particulars specijied, we arc 
not bound to suppose that all the particulars arc 
precisely synchronicaL 

This point seems to require no proof: for, since 
it is only said that the seventy weeks are the pre- 
cise period within which all the particulars should 
be effected, it is plain, that, though they must e.r- 
ptre with some one or more of the particulars, the 
others may be effected either carlitr or later in the 
€0urse of the seventy weeks. 

4. Since the seventy weeks are the appointed pe- 
riod upon the holy city, and since they commence 

wttk 
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Acitk the edict for the rebuilding of it^ they must 
be the times of the holy city ^ and must therefore 
synchronize xcith its duration. 

This position is Mr. Mede's*; and he adduces it 
for the purpose of confuting those, who with Func- 
cius compute the seventy xveek's from the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes and make them expire with the 
passion of Christ f. But it equally confutes his 
own hypothesis, even if we allow his chronological 
arrangement to be better established than it is. 
For, if the seventy weeks be the times of the holy 
city, and if by the holy city the literal holy city be 
understood, then its times amount not merely to 
490 years as Mr, Mede endeavours to shew, but to 
605 years : because Jerusalem began to be rebuilt 
in pursuance of the edict of Cyrus in the year A. C. 
536, and was destroyed by the Romans in the year 
70 of the Christian era ;{:. 

* " These seventy weeks are the times allotted for the conti- 
" nuance of the Holy city, and therefore must they last as long 
" as it lasted, and end with the end thereof." Works. B. iii, 
p. ^97, 

+ •* Funccius his computation of the seventy xceeks from the 
** seventh year of Artaxerxes Longimanus (whence to Christ's 
" passion he finds just 490 years)". is untenable, ** because it 

ends ike seventy weeks (which by the text were allotted for 

the Holy city) long before the times of the Holy city were 
" fulfilled/' Works. B. iii. p. 710. 

} I have already shewn, that "the literal Jerusalem did most 
undoubtedly begin to be rebuilt from the first year of Cyrus. 

5. THq 
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5. The seven weeks, the sixty and two zceekSj and 
the one week^ must be estimated as component parts 
of the seventy xveeks. 

This appears from the general context of the pro-- 
phecy: since the seventy weeks look prospectively 
and are evidently mentioned as the leading number 
in the introduction to the prophecy, and since the 
smaller periods of weeks also look prospectively and 
are no less evidently mentioned as subordinate num- 
bers in the prophecy itself, the natural presumptioo 
is, that the smaller prospective numbers are in- 
cluded in the larger prospective number. It fur* 
-ther appears from the circumstance of there being 
no date assigned to the coinmencement of the se^ 
venty weeks^ except that which is assigned to the 
commencement of the seven zveeks that precede the 
sixty and two weeks; whence we must conclude, 
that the seventy weeks and the seven weehs^he^ixi 
synchronically. It lastly appears from the exact 
accordance of the smaller numbers with the larger 
number; seven zveeks, sixty tzvo zveeks, and one 
iveeky making up the precise sum of seventy 
rpeeks. 

* (5. The seventy zveeks must be continuous; that is 
to say^ the seven weeks^ the sixty two weeks, and the 
one weeky into which the seventy zveeks are suhdi- 
videdy must succeed each other in regular chrono^ 
foppal order^ the two latter of these smaller periods 

commencing 
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commtncing exactly where their respcctvoe prede^ 
cessors terjuiiiated. 

This position is one that must naturally and ob- 
viously occur to any person, whose judgment is not 
warped by a predilection for some favourite system 
which requires a different arrangement. If we 
concede the liberty of chronologically separating 
the smaller periods from each other, we must at 
once give up every systematic interpretation of the 
-prophecy ; and, instead of feeling ourselves to tread 
;upon sure ground, we must resign ourselves to the 
arbitrary humour of the commentator. One per* 
6on may wish to separate the seven weeks from the 
sisty two weeks ; another, to separate the sixty two 
weeks from the one week ; and a third, to separate 
them all three from each other, and to consider 
them as wholly distinct and unconnected periods. 
Every one of these various opinions has had its ad- 
vocates : but who has a right to command assent to 
bis own particular mode of separation in preference 
to any other ? If the three small periods be not 
tKUitinuously successive, it appears to me, that by 
the aid of a tolerable share of ingenuity we may 
liuJ^e pretty much what we please gf the prophecy. 
We*may, with Sir Isaac Newton, 'calculate the seven 
^eeks from the yet future rebuilding of Jerusalem 
to the second advent of the Messiah ; and, sepa* 
raiting both thi^ period and thsit of the sixty two 

weeks 
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weeks from the one tpeeJcj make the one week imme-' 
diately succeed the crucifixion. We may, with 
Hippolytus and Apollinarius *, fix the one week to 
the age of the supposed personal Elias and Anti- 
christ, place it at the end of the world, and make 
the half week the same as the three times and a half 
or the 1260 days. We may, with Bp. Lloyd, Mr. 
Marshall, and Mr. Butt, suppose the seven zveeks 
and the sLvty two weeks to be continuous, but deny 
the continuity of the sixty two weeks and the one 
week. We may, in short, ring as many changes 
upon the three numbers as we think proper ; but 
what solid conviction shall we be able to work in 
the mind of any unprejudiced person? Nor is this 
the whole that may be said : the analogy both of 
the present prophecy and of other numerical pro- 
phecies requires that they should be estimated as 
liontiriuous. Few doubt the continuity oithe seven 
weeks and the sixty two weeks : indeed the complete 
reading in the 26th verse as preserved by Aquila 
and the Arabic, respecting the integrity of which I 
have no doubt, compels us to acknowledge their 
continuity. If then two of the periods^ be continu- 
ous, by what authority shall we pronounce, in defi* 
ance of analogy, that the third is not continuous ? 
6q again ; in all the prgpheciea relative to the three 

i * tlieion, CocDmentf in Thxk* in locw 
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times and a half the period spoken of is never so 
iexpressed, but uniformly a tim€y t'wies (or, if the 
word be supposed to be in the dual number, txco 
times)y and the dividing of a time; yet no person 
ever doubted tlie continuity of the one time^ the two 
times, and the half time, or ever thought of sepa- 
rating them from each other. Surely then analogy 
requires us to allow the continuity of the sevefi 
weeks, the sixty txvo zce<^ks, and the one week, which 
jointly make up the complete period of the seventy 
weeks, 

7. The holy city at the beginning of the prophecy 
must be the same as the city destined to be rebuilt; 
and the city destined to be rebuilt must be the same 
as the city which Messiah cuts off from being his 
by divorce. 

This position requires no other proof than an at- 
tentive consideration of the context. 

8. T7ie prince that should come (in the 26th verse) 
must be the same person as the prince the Afiointed 
One (in the 25th verse) ; that is to say, they jnust 
alike be the Messiah. 

That the prince in each verse should mean the 
same person, is required by the context : otherwise 
the prophecy is chargeable with the obscurity of in^^ 
troducing another person under the very same title 
tis the Messiah, without any regular specification 
that another person is intended. The prince in the 

25th 
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fioth verse must be the Messiah, because he is so 
styled : the pinnce in the 26th verse must also be 
the Messiah, both because the most obvious con- 
struction of the context requires it, and because tlie 
word is joined with an epithet which plainly shews 
that the Messiah alone can be intended. He that 
should come * is a well known descriptive appella- 
tion of the long expected Saviour. It was thus 
that his advent was foretold by Jacob : " the sceptre 
" shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from 
** between his feet, until Shiloh shall conie f.'* It 
was thus that he was announced by Balaam ; " there 
*^ shall come a star out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall 
** rise out of Israel ; — out of Jacob shall come he 
*^ that shall have dominion J/' It was thus also 
that he was predicted by Isaiah, and Malacbif and 
Micah : " the Redeemer shall come to Zion> and 
" unto them that turn from transgression in Ja*- 
*' cob § ; — behold I will send my messenger, and 
" he shall prepare the w^ay before me; and the 
^* Lord whoni ye seek shall suddenly come to his 
" temple, even the messenger of the covenant whom 
** ye delight in ; behold, he shall come, saith the 
" I^rd of hosts : but who may abide the day of 
^^ his coming, and who shall stand xvhen he appear^ 

* *0 ifx^iJ^*^o(, as the appellation is ei^pressed in the GospeU 
f Gen. xlix. 10, t Numb. xxir. 17, 19. 

4 Isaiah lix. 20* 
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^* eth*? — but thou, Bethlehem Ephratah^ though 
** thou- be little among the thousands of Judah, yet 
" out of thee shall he come forth unto me that is 
** to be ruler in Israel f." As he was announced 
by this style in the Old Testament, so is be acr 
knowledged by the same style in the New. Thus 
we find that the chief priests, whose lips in this in- 
stance at least preserved knowledge, owned that 
Micah foretold the Messiah under the appellation 
of he that should come J. Thus, when John the 
Baptist sent his disciples to inquire whether Jesus 
were indeed the Messiah, the question which they 
ask is, " Art thou he that should come, or do we 
" look for another §?" Thus the Samaritan wo- 
man professes her faith in the expected advent of 
the Saviour : " I kqow that Messias cometh which 
" is called Christ; when he is Qome^ be will tell us 
*^ all things ||." And thus does our Lord himself 
speak of his ministry and coming : " behold, these 
^' three years / com^ seeking fruit on this fig-tree, 
*^ and find none ^'^ Exactly the same language is 
held respecting the second advent ; " for yet a little 
" while, g^qd he that shall come will come, and wiU 
^^ not tarry *^f'* But it is needles? to multiply 

^ Malach. iii. 1,2. f Micah v« 2. % Matt. ii. 6. 
^ Matt. xi. 4— Luke vii» 19, 20. || John iv. 2$. 

f Jyuke xiii. 7f ** Heb. x. 37- 

citations 
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citations to prove so clear a matter. Not only the * 
particular context of the present prophecy, but tlic 
general context c^f tli^. v.hole Bible, requires us to 
understand thcjilcssiah bv Daniel's Prmce that 
should come ' . 

9. 27/e persou, ti'ho conftrnis the covc7iant with 
many and rcho causes the sacrifice and meat-offering 
to ceasCj rn'.ist he the Messiah. 

This position necessarily follows from the pre- 
ceding one : for there is no other nominative case to 
the succeeding verb? except the Prince that shall 
come. 

10. The rightcousjiess of the everlasting agesy 
'mentioned in the 24th verse, must be understood of 
a person; and that person must be the Messiah. 

It is said to" be part of the office of the seventy 
weeks to cause this eternal righteousness to come. 
Now, since the seventy weeks look forward to the 
atonement for iniquity^ made by the death of Christ ; 
and since the 24th verse professes to be a detail of 
the grand particulars which they are to effect, the 
coming of Christ will be left wholly unnoticed un- 
less it be specified by the phrase now under consi- 
deration. But, that it ?> specified by it, appears 
from the subsequent context. The prince that 

* See Bp. Kidder's Demons, of the Messiah, part I, chap. v. 
p.' 37. 
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should come is the eternal righteousness that should 
be caused to come. And his coming is declared to 
be at the end of the, seven weeks and the sixty two 
weeks : for so long is to be the time unto the Mes- 
siah ; which expression cannot mean uiito his death, 
but must mean unto Ms coming. Such personifica- 
tions, as that oi righteousness J are not uncommon in 
Scripture. Thus Christ is styled by Jeremiah our 
rio'hteousness* : and thus he is said by St. Paul to 
be " made unto us^ wisdomy and righteousness, and 
*' sanctification, and redemption-fJ" Thus also, ia 
the same vein of personification, Isaiah, speaking 
either of Abraham or Cyrus, asks, " Who raised up 
" inghteousness from the east?" for such is the lite- 
ral translation of the original, though the whole 
context shews that a person is intended % : and thus 
the same prophet, foretelling the future glories of the 
house of Israel, declares, that in the last ages God 
will " make their officers peace, and their exactors 
'* righteousness ^J' Similar phraseology was per- 
fectly faffrlliar to the Targumists, who were wont to 
style the expected Messiah the Word of God, the 
Voice of God, the Name of God, or the Wisdom of 
God^. The first of these titles is claimed for our 

* Jerem. xxiii. 6* +1 Cor. i. 30, 

J Isaiah xli. 2, 3. § Isaiah Ix. 17. 

■ II Sec Jamieson's Vindication of the doctrine of Scripture, 
1i« ]. passim. 

Lord 
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Lord by St. John; and the last, as we have just 
Seeil, by St. Paul, who likewise denominates him 
the power of God*. All these appellations of thd 
Messiah, which are plainly personifications, were 
so familiar to the Jews and their neighbours, that, 
when Simon Magus bewitchedthe Samaritans, giv- 
ing out that he was some great one, they unani- 
mously pronounced him to be the great power of 
Gody which was only another mode of acknowledg- 
ing him to be the Christ. Hence I think tnyself 
perfectly warranted in understanding the 7igkteOas- 
ness of the eternal ageSy whose coming Daniel an- 
nounces in the present prophecy, to be a personifi- 
cation of the Messiah. Nor am I singular in this 
interpretation. St. Jerome tells us, that the He- 
brews of his time adopted it f : and they have been 
followed by more than one commentator in subse- 
quent ages both Christian and Jewish J. By thus 

cxpound- 

♦ *' Christ, the power of God, and the wisdom of God." I 
Cor. i. 24. 

t ^* Hebrast quid de hoc loco sentiant brevi sermone per* 
^* stringam, fidem dictorum his a quibus dicta sunt derelin- 
" qu«ns — Nascitur Christus, id est justitiascmpiterna." Hie- 
ron. Comment, in Dan. in loc. 

J " Qvid hxcjustitia? — Est Christus, qui dicitnr JehaCah 
^* justitia nostra— Justitia haec dicitur esternay quia persona 
*' qu8S banc justitiam merita est iofinita est ac a&terna'^ (Poll. 
Sjrnop. \% loc.}. ^* Justitia sempitemay Hcb. Justitia setculo* 
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expounding the eternal righteousness that should 
come to denote a person and not a things we shall 
make the passage exactly accord with the language 
of the New Testament, in which the appellation of 
the Just One or the Righteous One is peculiarly 
appropriated to the Messiah*. And it may further 
be observed, that there is one place in which thi$ 
Just One is spoken of in the very phraseology of 
Daniel, almost as if aa interpretation of this part of 
the prophecy had been designed : " they have slain 
" them, which shewed before oithe coming of the 
*' Just OnCy of whom ye have been now the be- 
" trayers and murderers f." 

1 L The arwinting of the Most Holy^ mentioned 
in the 241 h verse, must relate to the anointing of a 
person; which person must be the Messiah. 

Dr. Blayney objects to this exposition of the clause, 
oa the ground that " the words tD^JS^Tp ttTV^ 
" holy of holies are coristantly applied in the 
** Old Testament, not to persons, but to things; to 

^* rvm, id est Christus, qui, quasi sol, justitiae stise radios in « 
'' omnium saeculoruro, tarn ante quam post so, homines diffu- 
^* dit, et Ecclesiam quasi regnum seternumjustitias,.idestjust^ 
** et pi^ viventium, instituit. Ita interpretes, quin et Talmu- 
^^ distse ac Rabbini passim, perjustitiam hanc intelligunt Mcs" 
"nam, Videeos apud Finum lib. 5. Flagelli cap. 5." Cornel, 
a Lapid. Comment, in Dan. in ioc. 

* See Acts iii. 14. xxii. 14. f Acts vii. 52. 

"the 
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" the temple or sanctuary itself, the altar, vessels, 
" and utensils belonging to the temple, together 
with the offerings and other appurtenances of the 
temple worship : and it was by the ceremony of 
anointing that these things were directed to be 
" cleansed and sanctified*, so as to be fitted to 
" appear in the presence of that pure and holy Be- 
" ing, to whom this worship was directed f." I 
cannot think this objection a very formidable one. 
So far as the mere words themselves are concerned, 
they are undoubtedly just as capable of being trans- 
lated the holy one of holy oneSy as the holy thing of 
holy things. How they are to be understood, whe- 
ther of a person or of a things can only, I appre- 
hend, be determined by the context Now, in the 
present instance, the context imperiously requires 
us to understand a person. In the course of the 
jMTOphecy, we twice read of the Anointed One: and 
this Anointed One is styled the Prince^ and the 
Prince that should come. Hence it was argued, that 
the eternal righteousness that should come must be 
the Prince that should come : and it may now be 
similarly argued, that, according to the most natural 
view of the general context, the Most Holy that was 
to be anointed must be the person %vho is called the 
Anointed One in consequence of this very anointing. 

* Exod, XXX, 2i--29. + Dr. Blayncy's Dissert, p. 22. 

Besides, 
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JlSfesidfeSy if the eternal right edusness be a ptertdh, ii 
Will obviously follow^ that the Most Holy is ^ jtersoS 
likewise}. In this s^nse accoi'didgly the clause baa 
beeri undei^tood by the Jews themselves,, who per* 
haps ill some Respects may be esteemed more unex.'^ 
ceptionable evidenee thai! Christian commentators *«; 
The title of the Most Holy, as applied to Christy 
perfectly corresponds with tlie language used re^ 

<^ Aticordihg to Utomp^ the intetpt^tsitioii of tlie Helirrewf 
%ad| ** Ungetur sanctus sanctorum^ de quo inpdalteria kgimusi. 
'^ propterta iinxit te Dem, Dtus tuus^ oho Icetitutpr^ consortihvt 
^ tuts* Qui et in alio loco ditet, Aii $e^ Sancti estote, fuia el 
^ ego sanctits ium** (Hieroh. Comm^nt^ in Dfln« in loc.)^ Cor<« 
Helius a Lapide speaks to the same purpose^ *^ £1 ymgatwi^ 
V saHctua smctonm. Ut scilicet Spiritu Stincto coasecretur 
^ Christus in sanclissimum sacerdotem^ regem^ prophetam^ 
^ dectorem^ legislatorem, et redemptorem orbis^ Hebraei^ utf 
** mox diCatHi vertunt^ eiungatur sdnciitas sakctitaiuttifYel sanc» 
** twn sanctaMHy yel sanctuatium sanctuariorum^ qui nan e$i 
*^ dm qwm ipse Messias sanct^catut de JiUie JDa/oidt alt R« 
** Barnaliaman apud Finum lib. v« Fiagelli c. 5. £t R. Mo« 
** ses Gerundensisy Mesdas^ ait, tocatur sanctuarium sanctuaria* 
** rumy quiajuturum erat, ut in eo, secundum humamtatem, om^M 
^' thesauri sapientiosetscientice Dei tequiescerent ; eraigue ipse sut^ 
^ per omnem creatuntm ole^ gratia ac beneplaciti Dei ungendus^ 
** Unde meritoHebraisdictvs est l^Iessias, Qra:eh CkristU9» Latmi 
^ Unctus. Ita ipse apud Galatin. lib, !▼« cap. 18« Quocirca^ 
^ Aquila vertit ad ungendum sanetificatum sanctificaiorum ; Sy- 
'^ tusy Septuaginta hebdMuedes requiescent super poputum fuump 
'* ft ad perficiendumvisionemet propketas,et ad Christum sanUum 
f^ fmctorvm!' Comoacint* in DaQ. in loc. 

Tk upecttnii 
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specting him in the New Testament He is caJle<J 
by the angel at the annunciation that holy thing*: 
by St Peter, the Holy Om1[: by the whole 
assembly of Christians, the holy child ofGodX: 
by St. Paul^ holy and undefiled^: and by SU 
John, the Holy One\\. ^ay even the very de* 
vils were constrained to acknowledge him aa thf 
UhlyOneqfGodf. 

1 3, The causing of the sacrifice and meat-offering 
Id cea^ must be considered as synchronizing with the 
appearance of the abomination of desolation; that is 
to say, so Jar synchronizingy that they are caused to 
(ease in the course of tKe same war that JaiisaleJU 
is compassed by the Roman armies. 

My reasons for laying down the present position 
are these— !• The citation of our Lord fixes the 
/•appearance of the abmnination of desolation to the 
age of the Jewbh war. Now, though he seems to 
have quoted no more than the two words ^pBf 
tD^tt^Q the abomination that maketk desolate^ yet 
those words do not stand in an insulated bhA detach* 
td form in the prophecy, but are immediately con-: 
nected with the neighbouring context. The chra» 
Siology therefore of the neighbouring context mus^ 

* To ikyiof. Luke i« 35. f T^t mytou Act$ iii. 14» . 

' t Acte iv. 30. . § Heb. vii. 26. 

fi 1 John ii. 20. Apoc. iii. 7* V A{ar)c i, 24» 
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hfevety ivle Of coinpo&itlort, be deterrtiiried hfthe^ 
chronology. Hence I believe Bp. Lloyd, Mr^ Mar- 
shall, and Mr. Butt, to be right in also fixing the 
aboUtUm of the sacrifice and mat-offering to the aigel 
of the Jewifli war, arid in explaiifinig it to m^an the 
literal ahoHtion of the L&viticdl sacrifiees bif the in-^ 
itnmentdlity of the Romansi For, when we read^ 
In half a ^^^^ ^ ^^^^' cause the sacrifice and meat^ 
offering to ceases Jot upon the border shdll be tlie 
abomination that mdketh desolate ; we are forced 
almost irresistibly to l:oriclud6, by the obvious tenoi' 
of the passage^ that tliese particulars 6ught to bef 
referred to one and the sstme period ) nor can that 
interpretation be thought riatura!, which eftitirely 
i6eparates the taking away of the sdcfifice from th^ 
appearance^ of the abomination.'^^. Tbi^ opinion 
Will receive a vast accession of streligthy if we find 
in the event, that the JLevitical sacrifices xoere abo^ 
lished syrichroriically with the appearance of the 
desolating abomination upon the border. Bat, that 
such was actually the case, is aburidantty well 
knowd. The desolating abomination is pinned dowm 
by our Lord's citation to the age of the Jewish war: 
and, atthe.clnrse of the siege of Jerusalei» which 
took place in that war, the temple was destroyed, 
and the Levitical sacrifices were finally abolished^ 
• — 3. If we are in 'doubt respectifig the precise im^ 
port of any passage,,>it is useful to compare it with 

7 S other 
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oth6r parallel passages, should there he any such in 
existence. Now Daniel four times mentions the 
desolating abomination^ or (as in one place he va- 
ries the expression) the desolating revolt: and, in 
every instance, it is uniformly connected with the 
taking axvay of the sacrifice *• One of the places, 
in which he mentions it thus connected, is the pre- 
sent prophecy. Two out of the three remaining 
places are thought by many commentators to relate 
to the same event as the desolating ahonunatimi of 
the present prophecy most undoubtedly does, 
namely the investing of Jerusalem by the Roman 
armies "f. At any rate, one of them must relate to 
the same event J. If then the taking away of t/ie 

♦ ** How long win be the term of the vision bf the daily sa- 
.** crifice and of the revolt that raaketh desolate? — Yea, it 
*' (the he-goat's little horn) magniiicd itself ev€u against the 
** Prince of the host; and from him the daily sacrifice wat 
^* taken awa)^" Dan. viii. 13, 11. 

•* And in half a week he shall cause the sacrifice and mcat- 
" offeriiTg to cease, for upon the border shall bo the abomina- 
•* tiorn that maketh desolate/' Pan. iic, 2/. 

'' Arms shall stand up, aod shall pollute thf , sanctuary of 
**• strength, and shall take away the daily sacrifice, and shall 
** place the abominatron that maketli desolate/* Dan. xi.31. 

'^ From the time that tho daily sacrifice shall be taken away 
*^ by even setting up the abomination that maketh desolatf 
** there shall be computed 11^) days.** Dan* xii. 1 1. 

t Dan. viii. 13*and Dan.xi. JU^ I Daa«xi*31« 

sacrifice 
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sacrifice in all these three places, one of them clearly 
of the same import as the place now under consi* 
deration, is so connected with the appearance of the 
desolating abomination^ that they must be esteemed 
sy nchronical ; the taking away of the sacrifice and 
the appearance of the desolating abomination in the 
prophecy of the seventy weeks must by analogy be 
esteemed syachronical likewise, because they are 
connected together precisely in the same manner. 
For, if the taking away of the daily sacrifice and 
the placing of the abomination that maketh desolate 
by the symbolical arm of tlie Roman empire, in the 
prophecy of the things noted in the Scripture of 
truth *, roust relate to the literal abolition of the 
Zevitical sacrifices and the sacking qfJerusaltm by 
the Romans under Titus : we are surely required, 
by every rule of consistent interpretation, to admit> 
that the causing of the sacrifice and nieat-offering 
to cease and the appearance of the desolating abo» 
mination upon the border ^ in the prophecy of the se- 
venty weeks, must relate to the very same events ; 
inasmuch as the desolating abomination is allowed 
m both instances to be that alluded to by our Lord. 
And, ^ven if this were not the case, whatever might 
be the precise meaning of the desolating abomina-' 
tion in the three other passages, since it is plainly in 

* Pah. 3^1,31. 

^very 



every one of them chronologically connected ivith 
the abolition of the saprificCj anaUgy compels us ttf 
consider it also chronologically connected with the 
abolition of the mcrifice in the present passage. To 
myself, I must confess, the matter i^ppears so plain, 
that I cannot refrain from wondering that so 
cool aiid 80 judicious & writer as Dr. Prideauii: 
should ever have separated them from each otber,' 
and should ever haye supposed that the causing the 
sacrifice and the meat-offering to cease could jneaii 
any thing else than the abolition of the temple 
service by Titiis\ 

I shall conclude with exhibiting together, m one 
point of view, for the conyeqience of reference, the- 
twelve abstract positions which I trust have beeq 
sufficiently established^ 

\. The seventy sse^eeA:^, mentioned in the 24th 
verse^ must be understood as \oo\AXigprospectivehf. 

2. Since the seventy weeks ^xe the appointed pe- 
riod to effect six different particulars specified by 
Daniel, their termination must be niarked by the 
effecting of some one or more of these particulars, 

3. Though the seventy peeks must terminate 
with some one or more of the ps^rticulars specified,^ 
we are not bound to suppqse that all the particular! 
are precisely synchro/iical. 

4. Since the seventy weeks are the appointed pe-f 
^iod vipoi^ the hply ci^, and sin^e they ^pmnpience 

vith 
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With the edict for the rebuilding of it, they must ba 
Ae times of the holy city, and must therefore syn ^ 
chronize with its duration, 

5. The seven tveeks, the slvty and txvo weekSy and 
ihe one weeky must be estimated as component part3 
of the seventy weeks. 

6. The seventy weeks must he continuous; tiiBt 19 
to say, the seven zveeks, the si^ty-two weeks, and the 
one weeky into which the seventy weeks are subdi** , 
vided, must succeed each other in regular chronolo* 
gical order, the two latter of these smaller periods 
commencing exactly where their respective prede- . 
cessors terminated. 

7. 7%e holy city at the beginning of the prophecy 
must be the same as the city destined to be rebuilt; 
atad the city destined to be rebuilt must be the same 
as the city which Messiah cuts off from being his by - 
divorce. 

8; The PrinCe that should come (in the 26th 
verse) 'must be the same person as the Prince the 
Anointed One (in the 25th 'verse); that is to say,- 
they must alike be the Messiah. 

9. The person, who cunjirms the covenant with 
many and who .causes the sacrifice and meat offer*- 
ing to cease, must be the Messiah. 

10. The righteousness of the everlasting ages, 
mentioned in the 24th verse, must be understood of 
apcf^son; and that person must be the Messiah. 

: ' JL The 
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1 1, 7%p afiointing of the Most Hohfy menUone^ 
$n the S4t)i y@rs^i 9lu^t relate tp the anointing of a 
fferson; which person must be the ^es^h. 

12. The causing of the sacrifice and meatrofering 
tp cease must be considered fts sypchronizipg with 
the appearance of the abomination of desolation ; that 
is tQ say, so £^ synchronizing, that they arjp caused 
to cease in the course of the saine war that Jerus^^ 
lem is compassed by the Rotnaq ^qiiQs. 

Now, if I have at all succefsded in establishing 
those positions, no interpretatipn that contradicts 
any one pf them can be (Jeeiped admissible. But 
it is obvious, that each interpretation, which ha£| 
hitherto been considered, however unphje^tionable 
it may be in some pQints, is irreconcilable with 
one or other of the preceding positions. Hence I 
thinH, that not Qi^e of then), as thpy stand ^t pre^ 
sent, is perfectly tenable. We ipust inquire there* 
fore, lyhether ^iiy expositiqn cap be produced^ 
which quadrates in all respects .with ^u^h positioiui 
jP4 i^ay h? established ^bst|;;acted|ly. 
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CHAPTER VL 

Ap infuirjf into the proper interpretation of 

the prophecy, 

xIAVING now discussed the mode of computing 
the seventy rveeh^ the chronology of the different 
ediete from some one of which they must necessa- 
rily be computed, and the abstract mutual relation 
of the differejit clauses of the prophecy, "we shall bo 
prepared to investigate with greater advantage the 
proper interprejtation of it. 

I, Weeks sevUntV are the precise period 

ISrPON THY PEOPLE ANP UPON THY HOLY CITY, 
TO COMPLETE THE APOSTASY, AND TO PERFECT 
!rHE SJN-pFFERIHGS, AND TO MAKE ATONEMENT 
FOft JlflQUITY, AND TO CAUSE him who is THE 
ItlGHTEQUSNESS OF THE ETERNAL AGES TO COME, 
AND TQ SEAL THE VISION AND THE PROPHET, 
AND TO ANOINT THE MoST HoLY OnE, 

1. Since it is a priori uncertain from which of the 
jpdicts of the kings of Persia the seventy weeks are 
io be reckoned, since however they are to be reckon- 
ed 



eA prospectively^, since they must terminate with 
some one or more of the particulars here specified 
to be accomplished f, and since they must be es- 
teemed an unbroken continuous period of time t ; 
it is manifest, that, if we can ascertain the particu* 
lar with which they terminate, we shall thereby as- 
certain the proper date of their commencement: and, 
if that can be ascertained, we shall then tread upon 
sure ground, and shall have the key given us to in- 
terpret all the subordinate parts of the prophecy. 
Our first business therefore must be to inquire into 
the meaning of the sia: partidulars here specified by 
Daniel, as destined to be accomplished in the course 
oitke seventy zeeeks. 

( 1 .) The first of them is, the completion of the 
apostasy. 

The import of the ^wwd yc^fl has already been 
shewn to be the revolt of a subject from the allegi" 
ame due to his lawful sovereign. Hence, in a theo- 
logical sense, particularly in the case of a theocracy 
such as the government of Israel was, it is equiva- 
lent to apostasy in a more or less mtense degree. 
All the acts of idolatry, into which the Ifraelites 
were seduced, were so many actf of rebellious apos- 
, tasy from their heavenly sovereign. Each qf them 

* According to the 1st abstract position, 
t According to tho Cd abstract position. 
X' According IQ tbe Gth abstract position* 

was 
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>piras a revolt^ in a far more special and definite njan- 
ner than ttie idolatrous acts of the Gentiles ; be- 
cause God was king in Israel *, and therefore each 
act of idolatry was a denial of his supremacy, an 
act whereby his Ijege-hien withdrew their allegiance 
and transferred it to another. Yet, bad as this 
senseless idolatry of the ancient Israelites may have 
been, their apostasy cannot be said to have been 
completed by any one particular act of it More^ 
over the seventy weeks look prospectively : therefore, 
their apostasy cannot have been completed beford 
the time of Paniel. But we know, that after their 
restoration from Babylop, they never, at least na- 
tionally, relapsed into idolatry : yet, since the seventy 
^eeks look prospectively ^ their apostasy must have 
been completed subsequent to that restoration. It 
must therefore be some withdrawing of their allegi* 
ance, palpable and atrocious no doubt to the very 
highest degree since it was to be an absolute con- 
^summation of all their former apostasies, yet of a 
different nature from any former act of rebellious 
idolatry, inasmuch as they were never after their re- 
storation from Babylon nationally idolatrous. Now 

I know not any act perpetrated by the Jews subse^ 

♦ 

quent to the time of Daniel, that can vindicate to 

♦ 1 Sam. viii. 7. xii, |2. Isaiah xli. 21f xliii., tS, Jer, 
viii. 15, 

itself 



( 284 ) 

itself the tremendous preeminence- of being a cM^ 
summation of apostasy^ except ther formal rejection 
and judicial murder of their divine king when he 
dwelt among them veiling his majesty in a tabernacle 
' of flesh. " Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion," 
exclaims an inspired prophet, " shout, O daughter 
" of Jerusalem : behold, thy king cometh unto 
** thee ; he is just, and having salvation ; lowly, and 
^' riding upon an ass *." Such was the title of the 
Messiah : a title, which he claimed as his due even 
in the very face of his enemies; a title, the claim- 
ing of which subjected him to the bitterest taunts f. 
But in what manner did the Jews receive their 
l^ing? When Pilate scoiiingly says to them, Behold 
your king if; their answer is, Away zvith him^ cru^ 
cify him. The governor inquires, IVhat shall I 
crucify your king ? the chief priests solemnly re- 
ply, as the representatives of their nation, fVe have 
no king but Cesar §. Is it po$sible to conceive a 
more palpable and deliberate withdrawing of allegi- 
ance from a sovereign, than this was ? In their dif- 
ferent acts of idolatry they seem for the most part, 
not so much to have altogether rejected their king, 

*• Zechar. ix. 9. 

t Sec Matt, xxvii. U, 09. Mark xv, 2, 9, 12, 18, 32* 
Luke xxiii. 2, 3, 37. 

X John xix, 14, J John xix» 15, 

as 
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its to have worshipped false gods in conjunction witk 
him : but here we have the very consummation of 
apostasy, the very completion of revolt Nor is 
their revolt confined to mere words, to bare expres* 
sions of defiance. To strike an earthly sovereign has 
ever been esteemed one of the greatest outrage* 
against majesty ; and the records of the whole world 
afford but very few instances of a king being put to 
heathy with all the formality of legal mockery, hf h]» 
rebellious subjects. But, in the case of the divine 
sovereign of Israel, blows were added to insult, and 
murder to blows. His claim of royalty exposed iifim 
to derision : he was crowned with thoniS, and greet- 
ed with Hail! king of ike Jews. His regil title 
was contemptuously nailed upon his cross: and^ 
even while he was expiring in the midst of unuttera- 
ble torments, the Chief priests and scribes and el- 
ders, true to their purpose, insulted him to the last 
w*ith express reference to this very title : ** He saved 
<^ others ; himself he cannot save: if he be the king 
^* of Israel, let him now come down from the cross, 
** and we will believe bim : he trusted in God, let hina 
'* deliver him now if he will have him; for he said, 
**^ I am the Son of God* "^ If the whole of this 
awful transaction be not the completion of revolt 

♦ Matt, xxvii. 42, 43« 

foretold 
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ibretold>% I>ani€l, it 19 difficult to 6diiceiv6 whai 
«lse can have been inlencfed by the Holy Spirit** • 

(2-) The second particular is theperfecting ofthg 
sin-offeringSi 

All the ofFerifigs fof sin under the Iieviticdl disjyeil^ 
ftation were merely typicaL of the one great sin<* 
offering of the Lamb of God. They were imperfect 
shadows of the true expiatory sacri£icey and possess- 
ed no inherent virtue or intrinsic merit. The only 
perfect and effectual sin-offering was the Messiah, 
who was appointed in the councils of God for thi^ 
♦ery purpose from the foundation of the worlds 
When he came and devoted himself a willing victim 
t6 death) the shadowy sacrifices under the Law 
were perfected, and their intent was at once fully 
explained and accomplishe^d. The author of the 
q>istle to the Hebrews affords us the best commen* 
tary on tj;>is particular* *' There is verily," says he, 
^ a disannulling of tli^ cQmmandmfi^t going before 
*^ for, the weakness and; unpro^ableness thereof* 
" For the Law mad^ nothing perfoct^ but the bring* 
f* ingin of a better hope did; hy the v^hicb we draw 
" nigh unto God.i — They truly were many priests^ 
'^ because they w^r^ not suffered to qontinue by rea- 

1 « ' . •. / . -^ , . ...» 

♦ The climax of the revolt, from its first breaking out to h» 
completion, is accurately described by our Lord himself iu the 
parable of the houieliolicr and tie vmj/ard* Ses Matt, xxu 

«* SOU 
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f * son of d^atb : but this man/because he p9ntiniie& 
" ever, hath ai^ unchangeable priesthood.— Who 
'^ needeth not daily, as those hi^priests, to offer 
^' up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for 
^ the peo^e's ; for dus he did oisce, when he offisr* 
^* ed up himself.*^The priests went always into the 

V first tabernaic^ accomplishing the service of 

V Qod : but into the second w^t the high-priest 
" aJlone once every yea;r,, ngif without blood, which 
*>' te offerojd foy him^lf and for the errors of ths 
^^ people. Th? Holy Ghost this sonifying, that tha 
" way into the. holiesst of all was not yet made.nianii. 
" fest, while, as the first tabernacle, wa^ yet 
*^ standing : ,which was a figA^re. for the time then 
" present, in which were offered both ^fts and sa*» 
V . crUices, that could not mahe him thai did the ser^ 
", x^c^perfta as pertaimng to the conscience ; which 
^^ stood only in meats a^d drinks, and divers waslw 
" ings, apd carnal ordinances, imposed on them 
** untiJL the time. of reformation. But Christ being 
^^ QOxmy an: hi^-priest of good things to, cpnae, by 
^' a gpea^r.i^;id more perfect tabernacle, i)ot made 
" with. hands, that is to say, not of tins building; 
<^ xieith^ b^jthe blood of bulls and calves, but bf 
'Vhis^wn bipod, hepnjejred in one? into the holy 
^* place, having obtained eterna^Tedemption for us* 
♦* Fqr, if the blood of bulls and, of goats, and the 
" ' ashes .of -aa, heifer *pi;inkjiing the, unclean, sancti* 
-I *^ fieth 
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" fieth to the purifying of the flesh i Uo^* taiidh 
" mor^ shall the blood of Christ, who through the 
*' eternal Spirit oflfered himself without spot to God^ 
'* piirgfe your consciences from dead works to ierve 
** the living God ?-*-Almost all thii^s are by the 
^ Law purged with blood; and without sheddhi^ 
'* of blood there is no remb&ion. It was therefore 
'^ necessary^ that the patterns of things in the hea« 
•"^ vehs should be purified with these ; but the hea* 
" venly things themselves, with better sacrifieei» 
•* than tiiese* For Christ is not entered info the 
" holy places made with hands, which are the 
*^ figures of the true j but into heaven itself, now to 
** appear in the presence of God for us. Nor yet 
•* that he should offer himself often, as the high- 
" priest entereth into the holy place every year with 
'' blood of others : for then must he often have siif- 
** fered since the foundation of the world t but now 
•' once in the end of the world hath he appeared to 
^ put away sin by the sacrifice of himself. And, as 
*' it is appointed unto men once to die, but after tins 
** the judgment : so Christ was once ofiered to bear 
•* the sins of many ; and unto them that look for 
♦* him shall he appear the second time, without sin 
•* unto salvation. For the Law, having^ a shadow 
** of good things to come and not the very image of 
" the things, can never with those sacrifices which 
<< they offered year by year continually msike the 

*' comen 
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" Comers tkereunto perfect. For then, would tlicy 
'^ not have ceased to be offered ? because^ that the 
*^ worshippers once purged should have had no 
*^ more conscience of sins. But itk those sacrifices 
*^ there is a remembrance again made of sbs every 
*^ year. For it is not possible,, that the blood o( 
bulls and of goats should take away sins. Where- 
fore, when he cometh into the world, he saith^ 
Sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not, but a 
^' body hast thou prepared me; in bUmt offerings 
' and sacrifices for sin thou hast had no pleasure; 
* Then said I, Lo, I come (in the volume of th^ 
book it is written of me) to do thy will, O God. 
Above, when he said. Sacrifice and offering an(| 
burnt offerings and offerings for sinthou wouldest 
not, neither hadst pleasure therein (which aro 
" offered by the Law) ; then said he, Lo, I come to 
do thy will, O God. He taketh away the first 
th^it he may establish the second. By the which 
will we are sanctified through the offering of th^ 
body of Jesus Christ once for all. And every 
priest standeth daily ministering and offering 
oftentimes the same sacrifices, which ccen never 
take away sins : but this man, ^afler he had offer* 
ed one sacrifice for sins, for ever sat down on the 
** right hand of God— For by one offering he hath 
*' perfected for ever them that are sanctified — ^Now, 
^^ where remission of sins is, there iji no more offer- 

¥ " ing 
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" ing for sin *." On this account it is said, that 
*^ Christ is the end of the Lctw for righteousness ta 
'* every one that believeth -f ." In him all the typi- 
cal sacrifices under the Law were perfected ; and to 
him, as its completion^ the whole scheme of the Le- 
vitical dispensation referred. The Jews themselves 
indeed seem to have had an idea, that the sin- offer- 
ings would be perfected by the Messiah: Mai- 
monides at least, in his treatise on the red heifer , 
mentions a curious tradition, which seems to involve 
tome such idea, inasmuch as it represents the Mes- 
siah as completing an ordinance originally instituted 
under Moses. *' Nine red heifers," says he, 
" have been sacrificed between the first deliverins: 
^^ of this precept and the desolation of the second 
" temple. Our master Moses sacrificed the first ; 
** Ezra offered up the second \ and seven more wer» 
^* slain during the period which elapsed from the 
" time of Ezra to the destruction of the temple. The 
** tenth king Messiah himself will sacrifice. By his 
*\ speedy manifestation he ivill cause great joy. 
•* Atnen : may he come quickly :{;.'* / 

(3.) The third particular is the makiftg atonanent 
for iniquity. 

• Heb. vii. 18, 15, 23, :24, 27. 5x. 6— U, 22—28. x. 1— 
t2, \i, 18. 
t &UI&. X. .4* } Maimon* de vacca rufa. «• iiu p. 54. 

This 
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This must relate to fhe true atonement made by 
the alone meritorious sacrifice of the Lamb of GocL 
To the typical atomment it cannot relate ; because 
the making oithat was no way peculiar to the period 
of the seventy weeks. The typical atonement had 
equally been made, long before the commencement 
of the seventy weeks, from the days of Moses, not to 
say from the fall itself. This making of atonement 
for iniquity therefore must be something peculiar to 
the seventy weeks ; something, that had never oc- 
curred before, and now for the first time takes place 
within the period of the seventy zveeks, that is to say, 
either during their lapse or at their expiration. But 
to such a description the atonement made by Christ 
himself w\\\ alone be found to answer, and will alone 
be found to correspond with the dignity of the pro- 
phecy. Hence, the ministry of the Gospel is styled 
the ministry of reconciliation ; and the Gospel itself, 
the word of reconciliation. Hence it is said, that 
God hath reconciled us to himself by Jesus Christ* 
And hence the Messiah is described as being " a,^ 
*• merciful and faithful high-priest in things per- 
^^ taining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins 
*' of the people '^ J' In short, the whole of this mys- 
terious transaction, of which the various reconciha- 
tions under the Law were only types, is thus amply set 

* 2 Cor. V. 11—31. t Hcb, ii. 17. 
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forth by the Apostle as accomplished under the 
Gospel. " When we were yet without strength, in 
*' due time Christ died for the ungodly. For 
*' scarcely for a righteous man will one die: yet 
'^ peradventure for a good man some would even 
** (jare to die. But God commendeth his lave to- 
*' wards us, in that while we were yet sinners 
" Christ died tor us. Much more then, being now 
" justified by his blood, we shall be saved from 
" wrath through him. For, if when we were ene- 
" mies ice zvcrc reconciled to God by the death of 

his Son, much more being recojiciled we shall b^ 

saved by his life. And not only so, but we also 
** joy in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
** whom we have now received the atonement*. 

(4.) The fourth particular is to cause him uho is 
the right eoiusness of the eirrlasting ages to come. 

That by this tnghteotisness is medLXiX a person, eveo 
Messiah the prince that should comCy has already 
been shewn f. I apprehend, that his coining here 
epoken of specially ndeans his ministerial coming: 
because, when Daniel afterwards descends to parti-« 
culars, we are told, that unto the Messiah^ by which 
I think wc can only understand unto his comings 
^here shall be weeks seven and icecks sLrtif and 
two. 

* fipm. V. 6.. f Ai:eordingto tlie XOik abstract positioi}. 

C5.) Th« 
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(50 The fifth particular is ihe sedling of the vU 
^ion and ihe prophet. 

In this expression there is a considerable degree 
of obscurity, arising from the various senses in which 
the verb to seal is used in Scripture. 1 . Daniel 
employs it to describe the unintelligibleness of a 
prophecy on account of its not having yet received 
its accomplishment *. 2. Isaiah uses it to describe 
the same unintelligibleness ofavision though arising 
from a different cause, the spiritual stupidity of those 
who might have understood it f. 3. St. John and 
St Paul use it to describe a formal authentication 
or acknowledgment : and the first of these apostles 
directly applies it to God's authentication of the mi- 
nistry of Christ J. 4f. Nehemiah and Jeremiah use 
it in the sense of ratifying any thing or making it 
sure §. 5. The Jews tliemselves employ it to de- 

♦ Dan. xii. 9. See also Bev. v. vi. 

t Isaiaa xxix. 9 — 18. It is probably used in the same sens^ 

in Isaiah viii. l6. where, instead ofseal the law among any diaci'^ 

pkSf the Lxx read thep that seal the law so that they understand it 

not. Bp. Chandler thinks that they read ivhn that it be not ««- 

derstoody and approves this reading. See Bp. Lowth's Isaiah in 

loc# Such IS the turn also St. Jerome gives it: Certe kx et 

•^ prophetia usque ad Johannem ligetur apud eos, et clausa sit 

*^ atque signata: ut^ quod leguiit^non intelligant.*' Comment; 

in loc. 

I 2 Tim. ii. 19—2 Cor. i. 22.— Eph. u 13. ir. 30— John 

vi. 27 — Bev. ix. 4* 

' note 
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note the finishing or completion of a work, a meta* 
phor evidently borrowed from the sealing of a letter, 
because the sealing of it is a proof that it is finish- 
ed * : but I cannot find, that it is used in this sense 
by any of the inspired writers, unless perhaps by the 
author of the book of Job f. Yet such is the mean- 
ing that Aquila :};, the Vulgate §, and the Sy riac ||» 
ascribe to it. This interpretation however is some- 
what ambiguous, and may be differently understood. 
Thejimshing or completion of the vision and the pro* 
phet may either n^^an the accomplishment of the 
grand scheme of prophecy j and especially of this par- 
iictilar visiotiy in the person of Christ; or it may 
mean thefnishing of the prophetic canon with Ma* 
lachi,, which took place in the course of the seventy 
weeks. The former of the^e opinions l\^ been 
adopted by AfricanuS; Cornelius a Lapide, Sir Isaac 

♦ " Perficere, sive reipsa complere, vel ultimam maniiniim« 
^* ponere, &d finem pcrducere,CQnclu(]ere: ut v« g. Judaei hodie 
*^ dicunt, tot vel tot anno? t^aasii^se nip^n no*nn^ a campktuif 
ftive absolutOy Talmud J' "Pol, Syn, in loc« 

f . Job ix» 7" xxxiii. !$• To the former qf these passages the 
Bp« of Killalla gives 9, turi} vvhich renders thp word iiicapable 
of bearing the sens^ of completing s and in the latter it is ex* 
tremely doubtful whether such be its import* 

§ Impleatur visio et prophetia. 
II Cgmpleantarvisio^tpropheta, 

Newtoft 
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Newton, Dr. Prideaux, and others : whether th« 
latter has ever been preferred, I know not *. 

In making our selection then among the different 
meanings which the verb to seal may be supposed to 
have, that, which naturally occurs the first, is the un* 
inteUigibleness of the prophecy until it should have 
received its accomplishment :- and this interpretation 
is the more specious, because the verb is certainly 
used elsewhere in that very sense by Daniel him- 
self f. Accordingly, it has been adopted by some 
. commentators : but I greatly doubt, nevertheless, 
whether it be tenable. A vision may be so sealed ; 
but it is hard to conceive, how a prophet can : and 
the original word signifies a prophet ^ not a prophecy^ 
as our translators have rendered it. Besides, the 
vision of the seventy weeks would be unmtelligible, 
not merely during the lapse of those seventy weeks 
(to which the unintelligibleness of the prophecy 
tnusty according to this interpretation, be limited) j 
but from the very time of its being delivered (w^^ich 
was prior to the earliest possible date of the seventy 
weeks according to any a priori conjecture, namely 
the first year of Cyrus), to at least the termination 



• A5 far as I can collect from Pole's Synopsis, Glassius 
SQ^ms to have had some such idea; but his meaning is not ex* 
pressed very clearly. 

f Dan* xii. 9* 
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of the Jewish war (which, if the seventy weeks be 
continuous, must necessarily be posterior to them 
from Whatever era they are reckoned*), not to say 
to the final overthrow of the Roman empire at th© 
close of the 1260 years f — ^The next meaning of tba 
verb, which might possibly occur, is that, which the 
Jews and some of the ancient versions ascribe to it ; 
namely, the completion or fitushing of the vision. 
This I should not be unwilling to adopt in either of 
Its modifications, if we had more satisfactory proof 
that the verb ever bore such a sense in Scripture: 
for, since, the seventy weeks are to bring both the 
coming and the death of the Mes^iahy they might 
well be said likewise to bring the accomplish?nent of 
fill the "visions and of all the prophets^ ; or, since 
the prophetic canon under the Law closed with Ma- 
)achi, they might equally be said to bring on the 
fmshing of it But, when the word can be inter- 
preted in a perfectly unobjectionable manner agree*- 
ably to Scripture, I think it the most adviseable to 

^ The chronological untenablen^ of the h3'potbesiftof Sea* 
liger and Mr* Mede, which wouM make them end with the 
packing of Jerusalem, has already been shewn« 

f That the prophecy extends to the close of this famous pe* 
Xiod, will be shewn hereafter in the present chapter $ VI. 3. 

J « Ompium prophetarum scopus est Christus; hinc in 

Talmud sic scribunt, Omnes prophetce vaticmati sunt dc dicbm 
J* M(^9' Polt Synop, in loc, 
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adopt such an interpretation— I conceive therefore, 
that the sealing of the vision and the prophet signi- 
fies the authc7iticafmi both of this numerical visioit^ 
and of all the other descriptive visions of the 0/4f 
T^stamenty by their cvact completion in thepersonof 
Christy on the one hand ; and the authentication of 
the great prophet j both by his perfectly fulfilling 
$verp vision respecting him, and by the miraculous 
attestation of his heavenly father to his divine coni'- 
fnissiony on the other hand *. This seems to me the 
most natural and unobjectionable interpretation of 
the clause ; and, in this sense, the vision and the 
prophet were manifestly sealed in the course of the 
seventy n-eeks. 

(6.) The last particular is the anointing of the 
Most Holy One. 

Under the Levitical dispensation, kings, priests^ 
and prophets, were alike inaugurated into their re^' 
epective offices by the ceremony of anoirifiijg f. 
Now, since otir Lord is at once our king, our priest, 
and our prophet, he is figuratively said, in allusion 
to the ceremony under the Law, to have been 
anointed also at his inauguration into office. Hia 



* Matt, iii, l6, 17* xvii. 5 — Mark i. 10, 11. ix.7 — Luke i, 
ii. iii. 21, 22— John i. 31. xii. 28, 29, 30— Luke xxiv. 25, 2ffj 
J7--Heb. i—l Peter i. 10, 11, 12—2 Peter i. 16—21. 

t Levit. viii, 30 — 1 Kings xixt l$-r2 Sam, ii, 4* 

types 
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types were anointed only with consecrated oil : but 
iGrod anointed him with the Holy Ghost and with 
power '*''. It seems most natural to suppose, that 
the spiritual ceremony of his unction ought to be 
considered as having been performed at his bap- 
tism. He possessed indeed the Spirit from his very 
birthli ; and he was born a king J, and a prophet \ : 
but his solemn inauguraimi into his triple office 
took place at his baptism, when the Holy Grhost de-^ 
scended upon him in a bodily . shape like a dove, 
and when a voice from heaven proclaimed him to be 
the beloved Son of God in whom he is well 
pleased]!. It was then that he was anointed with the 
Holy Ghost and with power. Previous to his bap«« 
tism he performed no miracles r but immediately 
after it we find him manifesting forth his glory by 
the changing of water into wine f . Previous to his 
baptism he led a retired life of meditation and de* 
votion: but immediately after it he began to act 
under his spiritual commission both of prophet^ 
priest, and king **• As a prophet, he publicly ap- 
plied to himself those words of Isaiah, " The Spirit 

♦ Acts X. 38. t Luke \.35. J Matt. ii. ^. 

$ Lukeii. 30, 31,32. |t Luke \\u 21, 22. IT John ii. 11. 

** Bp. Kidder thinks, that our Lord was twice anointed, 
ixii at his conception, and secondly at his baptism. It seems 
however most natural to ascribe his unction to the latter alone* 
Pemous. of the Messiah* part I. chap. i. p. 1 1, 

"of 
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t 

*^ of the Lord is upon me, because he hath anmnti* 
cd me to preach the Gospel to the poor : he hath 
sent me to hea,l the broken-hearted, , to preach 
deliverance to the captives and recovering of 
sight to the blind, to set at liberty them that are 
bruised, to preach the acceptable year of the 
Lord*.'* As a priest, zealous for the honour of 
God ^and the purity ^ of his worship, he authori« 
tatively drove out of the temple those that profaned 
its courts by secular traffic, charging them not td 
snake bis father's house a house of merchandise f. 
And, . as a king, he exercised supreme power both 
over the inanimate creation, the most inveterate dis* 
eases, and the evil spirits of darkness: insomuch 
that the multitude, astonished at what they saW^ 
and fully acknowledging the justice of his claims te 
royalty, would, upon one occasion, have even taken 
him by force to make him a king' J;, 

S. We have now considered the sh particularg 
destinejj to be accomplished within the period of tk^ 
seventy weehs. With some one or more of them thes^ 
si^^nty weeks must necessarily terminate §; and 
they must plainly terminate with such as in point of 
chronology are the latest Now the fourth parti* 
cular, the causing of the eternal righteousness to 

♦ Luke iv. 18, 19^ t John ii. 13—17. X John vi. 15; 
^ Accordipg to th<2 2d ^ibstraqt positioiw 

comcf 
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eomey relates to the advent of Chrisi^ and specially, 
i think, to his ministerial advent. The sixth parti- 
cular, the anointing of the Most High One, and the 
commencemeht at least of the fifth particular, the 
sealing df the vision and the prophet, synchronize 
ivith the baptism qf Christ. While the three first 
particulats, the completion of the apostasi/, the per* 
jetting of the sin-bjferings, and the making atone- 
inentfor iniquity, were all accomplished at the crti- 
cifisiofi. Hence it is manifest, that these three syn- 
chronical particulars are the latest in point of chro- 
nology, being posterior in their fulfilment to the 
other three. It ^vill follow therefore, that the se- 
^enty weeks must expire with the fulfilment of 
them : that is to say, the seventy weeks must expire 
^ith the cructjixion. It is further manifest^ that 
the seventy weeks cannot expire with the siege ofje^ 
rusalem, as some commentators have imagined: for 
not the least hint is given in atiy one of the six par- 
ticulars, that the siege of Jerusalem is included 
within the seoentjf weeks. But we can scarcely sup- 
pose that so very striking an event would have been 
omitted in th6 enumeration, had it been included 
within the se^veniy weeks; more especially since, ff 
K be included, it must mark their termihation. Had 
it been the design of the Holy Spirit to connect the 
siege of Jerusalem with ihe seventy weeks^ he Would 
gurely have added two niofe particulars to the sir 

which 
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rwhich are at present specified; he wduld sure^ 
have subjoined, and to cause the sacrifice and meat' 
pffer'mg to cease, and to bring upon the border thei 
abomination of desolation. He is however totally si- 
lent upon this point ; and teaches us, that the se^ 
venty weeks are the precise period to effect no more 
than sij? particulars, not one of which can be con- 
$trued to have the least relation to the siege. It is 
plain therefore that the seventy weeks must end witk 
the latest of these six particulars. But the three, 
which are jointly the latest, synchronize with the 
o^aci/uion. Consequently, the seventy weeks must 
terminate with the crucifixion* 

Having thus ascertained their expiration, we 
must reckon back 490 years in order to arrive at 
their commencement. Now tlie crucifixion took 
place in the year 33 of the vulgar Christian era or 
the year 4746 of the Julian period, and at the time 
of the Passovyev which was always celebrated in tli^ 
middle of the month Nisan. If from this era w« 
reckon back 490 years, we shall be brought to th© 
correspondmg month Nisa7imthe year 458 before^ 
tlie Christian era or the year 4256 of the Julian 
period. But, in that very month of that very year 
Ezra received his commission to carry into effect tlm 
decree enacted by Artaxerxes Longhnanus in the 
seventh year of his reign *. Hence it vriil follow^ 

^ Sec the cUcotiobgical table at t]b« end of Ghap. ii. 

since 



ulncfe the 490 years of the seventy weeks were thus 
accomplished even to a month at the time of the 
€nici£xion, that the decree, from which they are td 
be calculated, must be the decree enacted by Artax* 
crxes Longimanus in the seventh year of his reign. 

3. Here however the question will occur^ How is 
this arrangement consistent with the seventy weeks 
being the times of the holy city * ? Jerusalem began 
ta be rebuilt from the first year of Cyrus, whicli 
considerably j)recerfe^ the seventh year of Artaxerxes 
Longimanus^ my supposed commencement of the 
seventy weeks; and was not destroyed until the 
year of our Lord 70, which considerably succeeded 
the era of the crucifixion. Therefore, according to 
the arrangement here proposed, the seventy weeks 
are plainly not th^ times oithe holy city. 

(1.) It is readily allowed that such is the case, if 
by the holy cityv^e understand the literalJerusalem, 
But I argue from this very circumstance^ that * the 

KteralJerusalem h^iot here intended. Since th^ 

> 

seventy weeks certainly ^rrethe times of the holy^ city^ 
and since the times of the Uteral Jerusalem are 605 
years extending from the qommenciement of its re- 
building in the first year of Cyrus in the year A. C, 
h^^ to its second demolition by the Romans in th^ 
year of our Lord 70 ; it will follow, that the holy 

* According to j,hc 4th abstract pq^ition. 
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citi/f the times of which are limited to 490 yearSi^ 
cannot be the literal city of Jerusalem. 

(2.) In order to establish this position, we myst 
compare the prophecy with the edict. Now the 
prophecy teaches us, that we are to compute* Me se- 
"Oenty weeks from the going forth of an edict to re- 
build Jerusalem : and it moreover teaches us to in- 
fer, that those seventy weeks expire with the chrono^ 
logically latest of the six specified particulars *• 
Such being the case, they must inevitably expire? 
with the crucifixion : and must therefore inevitably 
be reckoned from the going forth of the edict in tli6 
seventh year of Artaxerxes. Consequently, th^ 
edict to rebuild Jerusalem alluded to in the prophecy. 
must be the edict of the seventh year of Artaxerxes : 
and the city in the prophecy destined to be rebuilt 
must t)e the city the rebuilding of which is the sub-' 
Ject of that edict. 

The words of the prophecy are ; " Know an^ 
" understand, from the going forth of an edict to 
** rebuild Jerusalem unto the Anointed One the 
** Prince shall be w eeks seven and weeks sixty and 
*^ two ; it shall be rebuilt, with perpetual increase 
** and firm decision, even in the short space of the 
^' times." 

The words of the edict are : ^* Artaxerxes, king 
^^ of kings, unto Ezra the priest, a scribe of thela^ 

4 
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'• of the God of heaven, perfect peace, and at such 
" a time. I make a decree, that all they of th^ 
** people of Israel, and of his priests and Levites in 
** my realm, which are minded of their own free 
" will to go up to Jerusalem, go with thee, For- 
** aspiuch as thou art sent of the king and of his 
•* seven counsellors, to inquire concerning Judah 
** and Jerusalem, according to the Law of thy God 
" which is in thine hand ; and to carry the silvet 
*^ and gold which. the king and his counsellors have 
*^ freely offered unto the God of Israel, whose habi- 
*' tation is in Jerusalem, and all the silver and gold 
" that thou canst find in all the province of Babylon^ 
w ith the free-will offering of the people and of the 
priests, offering wil)ingly for the house of their 
" God which is in Jerusalem : that thou mayest 
buy speedily with this money bullocks, rams, 
lambs, with their meat-offerings and their drink- 
" offerings, and offer them upon the altar of the 
** house of your God a^ hich is in Jerusalem. And, 
'^ whatsoever shall seem good tQ thee and to thy 
" brethren to do with the rest of the silver and the 
gold, that do after the will of your God. Th^ 
vessels also that are given thee for the service of 
the house of thy God, those deliver thou before 
the God of Jerusalem, And whatsoever mora 
shall be needful for the houise of thy God, which 
thou shalt have occasion to bestow, bestow it out 
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** of the king's treasure-house. I, even ly Artax^ 
" erxes the king, do make a decree to all the trea- 
*^ surers which are jbeyond the river, that whatso- 
ever Ezra the priest, the scribe of the Law of the 
God of heaven, shall require of you, it be done 
** speedily ; unto an hundred talents of silver, and 
" to an hundred measures of wheat, and to an 
" hundred baths of wine, and to an hundred bath;* 
" of oil, and salt without prescribing how much. 
** Whatsoever is commanded by the God of hea*- 
*^ ven, let it be diligently done for the house of the 
** God of heaven : for why should there be wTath 
against the realm of the king and his son» ? AlsQ 
we certify you, that, touching any of the priests 
'^ and Levites, singers, porters, Nethinim, or mi- 
** nisters of this house of God, ijt shall not be law- 
ful to impose toll, tribute, or custom, upon them* 
And thou, Ezra, after the wisdom of thy God> 
that is in thine hand, set magistrates, arid judges, 
which may judge all the people, that are beyond 
•' the river, all such as know the la\ys of thy God; 
and teach ye them that know them not.. And 
whosoever will not do the Law of thy God and 
** the Law of the king, let judgment be executed 
^* speedily upon him, whether it be unto death, or 
** to banishment, or to confiscation of goods, or to 
^' imprisonment." 

^ • Now 
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Now ft is^ manifest; that in this edict there is net 
a word said respecting the reedification of the life^ 
ral city of Jerusalem. That had begun to be re- 
built in the first year of Cyrus : and, as for the 
temple, it had been finished in tlie sixth year of 
Darius *• As yet however neither the ecclesiastical 
aor tlie civil polity of Judah had regularly been re-- 
established. Theii? full reestablish ment therefore i* 
file dubj/jct of the present edict. By virtue of il 
Ezra w^aS' empowered to restore the observance of 
the Law of Closes both in church and state, to settle: 
anew the temple service, ta appoint »iagistrates and 
judges to govern the people, and to punish all sucU 
as should be disobedient Xoy them according as their 
crimes deserved. Through hi» care, moreover, a 
correct edition of the holy Scriptures was set forth; 
the different books, of whicfe they were composed, 
**l¥eice collected together and properly gMranged ; and 
the sacred canon was fixed and settled. Whatever 
assistance he might have in this arduous and labo- 
rious undertaking, " the whole conduct of ther 
work, and the glory of accomplishing it, is by the 
Jevvs chiefly attributed t» him, under whose pre- 
sidency, they tell us^ it was done f ." In short,, 
from his being the great regenerator and restorer of 

♦ E«r» vi. 15. 

t Prideaux^V Connection. Part i. fe. r. p. 2^3. 

tlxeir^ 
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their nation both ecclesiastically and civilly, " they 
" look on him as another Moses ** For, the Laxvi 
" they say, was given by Moses, but it xcus revived 
*' and restored by Ezra^ after it had in a manner 
*^been extinguished and lost in the Babylonish cap* 
** tivity ! and therefore they recl^on him as the se* 
** cond founder of it; And it is a common opinion 
*' among them, that he was Malachi the prophet f:^ 
" that h« was called Esra as his proper name, and 
** Malachi (which signifies an angel or messenger^ 
" fix>m his office j because he was sent, as the angel 
and messenger of God, to restore again the Jew- 
ish religion, and establish it in the same manner 
as it was befqre the captivity, on the foundation 
of the Law and the prophets. And indeed, by 
virtue of that ample commission which he had 
from king Artaxerxes, he had an opportunity of 
doing more herein than any other of his nation : 
** and he executed all the po\wrs thereof to the ut- 
most be was able, for^ the resettling both of the 
ecclesiastical and political state of the Jews> in 
*' the best posture they were then capable of: and 
from hence his name is in so high esteem and 
veneration among the Jews, that it is a common 
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t Abraham Zacutiis in Juchasin. David Otdit, Chald. Pa« 
Iftph, in Malaqh. Buxtorf^ Tiberiad* c. 9* 
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'* saying among their writers, that, if the Lazv had 
^* not been given by Moses, Ezra was worthi/ by 
" whom it should have been given *." 

The edict then of Artaxerxes relates, not to the 
rebuildin2 of the literal Jerusalem, but to the re- 
establishnjent of the Levitical polity ecclesiastical 
and civil in commuiiion with God.^ The holy city 
however mentioned in the prophecy must be the holy 
city the rebuilding of which is the subject of this 
edict ; because this edict is necessarily the edict al" 
luded to in the prophecy, inasmuch as it was enact* 
ed precisely 490 years before the expiration of the 
seventi^weeks at the crucifixion. Therefore the holy 
city in the prophecy must be a figurative holy city^ 
namely the Levitical polity so long as it continued 
holy unto God; because no other city is mentioned, 
^s being rebuilt, in the decree of Artaxerxes. And 
this interpretation of the holy city in the prophecy^ 
to which we are led by the words of the decree, 
exactly accords with the period which is represent- 
ed as being the times of the holy city. Seventy 
weeks are said to be the precise period upon it and 
vpon Daniel's people. But upon the literal Jeru- 
salem and Jewish nation seventy zveeks were not the 
precise period : because 605 years elapsed between 
tlie commencement of the rebuilding of Jerusalem 

* Pndea.ux'b Cojmect. Ps^rt i. b. v. p. 333, 334. 

\ . '* and 
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and of the restoration of Judah, and the destruction 
of Jerusalem and the breakhig of Judah as a nation. 
Whereas, if we interpret the holy city and the peo-- 
pie agreeably to the tenor of the edict which was 
passed exactly 490 years before the crucifixion, we 
shall find that their appointed period was precisely 
seventy weeks of years^. For just so long was the 
Levitical Church, after its restitution by Ezra, a 
city holy unto God ; and just so long was the po* 
lity of Judah a theocracy. From that time, having 
completed their apostasy, and having filially reject- 
ed their divine ruler, the Jews ceased to be the pe- 
culiar people of God : and, instead, of the Levitical 
Church, the Christian Church became his holy city. 
Such accordingly is the name bestowed upon it by 

St, John in the Apocalypse *. ' 

(3.) This 

♦ Rev. xi. 2. , Mr. Marshall fully allows, that the seoenty, 
^ujeelcs are the timei of the holy city : but, insisting upon it that 
the holy city means the literal Jerusalem^ he' thence takes occa- 
sion to say, that the interpretation of Dr, Prideaux, which in 
this particular I have followed, does not make the wenty peeks 
the times of the holy city, because it does not include within 
ihem the destruction of Jerusalem* This is most true, accord-* 
ing to the sense in which Mr, Marshall understands the holy 
city ; but 720/ so, according to that in which the Dean and m^- 
*e^ understand it. So far from it indeed, that I will venture 
to say, that the present exposition is the only one which does 
make the seventy weeks the times of the holy city. It is not a 
little singulari that Mxt Marshall should claim this praise for 
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(3.) This interpretation is required, ijot only by 
the tenor pf the edict and by the specified times of 
the holy city which are limited to 490 years, but 
likewise by the context of the prophecy itself. 
Wherever the city is mentioned in the prophecy, 
the holy cityj spoken of at the beginning of it, must 
be intended *. The city therefore, which Messiah 
cuts off by divorccy must be the city destined to be 
rebuilt ; and the city, destined to be rebuilt, must 
be the holy city. But the city, which Messiah di^ 
forces from being his mystical consort, must plainly 

fiis own system, when it so palpably fails of answering to th^ 
particular in question. He quite forgets, th^t aU the period, 
^bich elapses between his supposed ternvination of the sixty 
fdne rcetks ^nd his supposed commencement of the seoefitietk 
^eek, is equally the times of the iiteral Jerusalem as. any paT( 
of the sevtnty weeks ; for, during the whole of this interveuing 
space, the city was standing. According to his hypothesis 
therefore, so f^r froin 490 years (let hin^ reckon those years as 
lie pleases) being th^ times of the literal Jerusalem after its re- 
udification, its times amounted to no less than 5H years, even 
conceding to Mr. Marshall (wh^t he has not proved) that it 
did not begin to bo rebuilt until the twentieth year of Artax- 
erxes. In reality, it is utterly impossible to make 490 years 
|he tinacs of any other holy city thf^n AjSgurafive one: but of 
the figurative holy city, the Levitical, church in communion with 
Body from its reestablishment by Ezra to its ceasing to be the 
)iply city by finally rejecting and crucifying the Messiah, 4pO 
years are exactly the times. See MarshaU's Treatise on th^ 
fcventy weeks, p. 207> 

* Apcordin^ to the 7th abstract position, 
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he theLeoitical church and poHtif ; not the mere 
^tanes^ timber , and mortar, of which the literal Je- 
rusalem was composed. Therefore the hol^ dttf^ 
and,/Ae city destined to be rebuilt^ must^also be the 
Levitical Church and polity. The same conclu- 
sion may, I think, be drawn from the context of 
Daniel's prayer whicli introduces the prophecy. 
When he confesses the transgressions of Israel, as 
iiaving called down the great judgments which had 
fallen upon the nation^ when ke laments the rebel- 
iions of his people, as having occasioned the entire 
<lissolutioa of their polity ; when he beseeches God 
that his anger and fury may be turnetii away from 
his city Jerusalem and his holy mountain, acknow- 
ledging that for the national iniquities Jerusalem ar\d 
iiis people are become a reproach to all that are 
about them ; when he prays to God^ that he would 
cause his face Xx^ shine upon his desolate sanctuary 
and to look upon the city which is called by his 
iiame^ and when he afterwards describes himself as 
having been confessing his sin and the sin of his 
people Israel, and as having been presenting his 
supplication before the Lord his God for the holy 
mountain of his God: it is scarcely possible to 
^oubt, that he was lamenting the alienation and 
captivity of his people oh account of their spiritual 
rebellions, that he was bewailing the dissolution of 
the ]>vitical church and {state, and that he was 
, a praying 
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graying unto God for their speedy resettlement, 
Except as immediately connected with these great 
points, the desolation of the mere literal walls and 
houses of Jerusalem would scarcely have been made 
a subject of solemn prayer to God by such a truly 
spiritual believer as Daniel. 

(4.) It is however a safe and obvious method of 
establishing the meaning of a passage which is in 
any degree ambiguous, to compare it with other 
parallel passages respecting the import of which 
there can be no dispute. One restoration of Judah 
is past : but another is as yet future. It may be 
useful therefore, for the settling the right interpre- 
tation of the present passage, to inquire whether 
the prophets use toy phraseology to depict the fu- 
ture reestablishment of Judah similar to that, which 
I conceive Daniel here to use for the purpose of 
depicting the past reestahlishment of the Levitical 
polity in both its branches by the ministration of 
Ezra and his successor Nehemiah. Analogy, it is 
true, is not mathematical evidence : but, when it 
exactly tallies with the conclusion drawn from other 
arguments, it is not to be slighted. Now the re- 
establishment of Judah in the last ages is described 
under the very same imagery as that which Dam'el 
here uses to describe the resettling of the Levitical 
polity ecclesiastical and civil after the return from 
Babylon, ^ Again I will build thee, ^d thou shak 

'-' be 
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^ be built, O virgin of Israel * — I will cause the 

'^ captivity of Judah and the captivity of Israel to 

^' return, and will build them as at the first t— la 

^* that day will I raise up the tabernacle of Davitjl 

** that is fallen, and close up the breaches thereof; 

^* and I will raise up his ruins, and I will biiild it as 

^^ in the days of old '^ —The sons of strangers shall 

. *' build up thy walls, and their kings shall minister 

^* unto thee : for in my wrath I smote thee, but ia 

** my favour have I had mercy on thee. Therefore 

^* thy gates shall be open continually : they shall 

•^* not be shut day nor night — The sons also of them 

•' that afflicted thee shall come bending unto thee : 

^* — they shall call thee the city of the Lord, tb^ 

** Zion of the Holy One of Israel — For brass I will 

^- bring gold, and for iron I will bring silver, and for 

^* wood brass, and for stones iron ; — thou shalt call 

^* thy walls Salvation, and thy gates Praise §—0 

^' thou afflicted, tossed with tempest, and not com- 

^* forfced, behold I will lay thy stones with fair co- 

^' lours, and lay thy foundations with sapphires. 

?' And I will make thy windows with agates, and 

*' thy gates of cai'buncles, and all thy borders of 

" pleasant stones |[." Now, since in. these various 

passages, to which others might easily have been 

^ Jer€;)B, xKxi. 4% f Jercm. xxxiii. 7« t Amos ix, 11. 

I Isaiah Ix, 10| 11^ 14, 17; 18, U Isaiah liv. 11, 12, 

'> added, 
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added, the yet future reestablkhment ofjudah is 
described under the imagery of rebuilding Jeriisw- 
iem, it seems most agreeable to prophetic analogy 
to conclude, even independent of the arguments 
which have already been adduced, that the very 
same imagery of rebuilding Jerusalem here employ- 
ed by Daniel relates, not to the rebuilding of the 
literal city^ but to the reestablishment of the Levi- 
tical polity. So familiar indeed was this imagery 
to the Jews, that the writers of the New Testament, 
adopting it frotn their predecessors, apply it exactly 
in the same sense both to the establishment of tht 
Christian Church here^ and to itsfuzal complete set- 
tlement hereafter *. 

On these grounds then (briefly to recapitulate what 
has been said) I am induced to follow Dr. Prideaux 
in supposing, that the holy city destined to be rebuilt 
does not mean the literal Jerusalem^ but the whole 
Zevitical polity so long as it continued holy wiio God 
from its reestablishment by Ezra in the seventh year 
of Artaxerxes. 1. The times of this holy city are 
490 years : but 490 years are not the times of the 
literal Jerusalem : therefore the literal Jerusalcfn 
cannot be the holy city intended. 2. The 490 years 
lexpire with the crucifixion : therefore the times of 

♦ Sec 1 Cor. iii. 10. Ephes. li. 15—22. Jade 20^ Hefe. 
ixp 11. xi. 10* Rcy. xxi. 
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the holy city expire with the crucifixion: cons^ 
quently they corairencc with the decree of Artax^ 
erxes enacted precisely 490 years before the cruci- 
fixion, Tlife being the case, the holy city itself 
must be the holy city which is the subject of that 
decree. But the holy city^ the rcbiulding of which 
is the subject of that decree, is a figurative holy city. 
Therefore the holy city in the prophecy must be a 
figurative holy city. And this conclusion is esta- 
blished by the circumstance of the times oithefigu^ 
rative holy city being exactly 490 years : for the 
Levitical polity continued to be a city holy unto 
G od from its restoration by Ezra to the day of the 
crucifixion, when it ceased to be tlie holy city of 
God. 3. The holy city destined to be rebuilt is 
plainly the city which Messiah should divorce : but 
the city to be divorced is a figurative city: therefore 
the city to^ be rebuilt is also a figurative city. 4. 
The allegorical phraseofogy, supposed in this expo* 
sition to be used in describing the first restoration 
of Judah, is perfectly analogous to that, which is 
allowed to be used in describing bis final resto-r 
ration. ^ 

II. But know and understand, from th^ 

GOING FORTH OF AN JDlCT TO REBUILD JERU- 
SALEM UNTO THE Anointed One the Prince 
shall be weeks seven and weeks 3ixty and 
two; it sualj- be rebuilt^ vii?!^ tekpetual 

increase" 



( S\6 ) 

INCREASE AND FIRM DECISION, EVEN IN TUZ 
0HORT SPACE OF THE TIMES. 

1 . Having ascertained the termination and there* 
fore the commencement of the seventy weeks, we 
proceed to consider the smaller periods into which 
they are subdivided, 

(1;) The seventy weeks being continuous, the 
smaller periods of which they are composed must 
be continuous likewise *. Hence the seven weeks 
and tJie sixty tzco weeks y which bring us unto Mes- 
siah the Prince, are equivalent to sixty nine zceeks ; 
though a double mode of notation is used, because 
the rebuilding of the holy city was to be completed 
in the short space of the times, that is to say, in the 
seven weeks. But sixty nine prophetic weeks are 
equal to 483 years. If then we compute 483 years 
from the date of the edict passed by Artaxerxes 
Longimanus in the year A. C. 458 and in the year 
4256 of the Julian period, we shall be brought to 
the year 26 oi the Christian era and the year 4739 
of the Julian period. In this year therefore, since 
the seventy xoeelis must esrpire with the crucifixion, 
we are directed to look for the coining of the Mes* 
^ah intended by Daniel, when he teaches us, that 
from the going forth of the edict there should be 
sixty nine weeks unto the Anointed One the Prince. 

* Ac(yr()ing t9 tbe $iji abstract posiUau» 

m 
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The coming of the Messiah however must meait 
either his natural coming at his bif^th, or his official 
coming in his ministry/. The former it cannot 
mean^ because it is placed only seven years before 
his death : therefore it must mean the latter. 

The question then is, xcher^ our Lord is consi* 
dered in Scripture as coming officially in his minb- 
try. Now, that the ministry of the Gospel did not 
commence with his own personal preaching, but 
with the previous preaching of his harbinger Joha 
the Baptist, he himself expressly declares : " the 

Law and the prophets were until John;^//2C6 

that time the kingdom of God is preached, and 
" every man presseth into it *." Unto the Messiah 
therefore means unto the commencement of the OoS" 
pel dispensation^ precisely as u?ito Moses means unto 
the commencement of the Levitical dispensation by 
the promulging of the Lazc'\ : and the Gospel dis-r 
pensation commenced wdth the preaching of John 
the Baptist. Consequently we must look for the 
beginning of John's preaching seven 3'ears before 
the crucifixion, or in the year 4739 of the Julian 
period. 

According to St. Luke, the ministry of John com- 
^lenced in the fifteenth year of Tiberius Cesar J. 

• Lukexvi. 16. + See Rom. y. 13, 14. 

X Luke iii. 1, 2. • 

5 But 
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But there ar^ two epochs, from either of which the 
years of Jlberius may be reckoned. The one is the 
time, when, according to Velleius Paterculus, Ta- 
citus, and Suetonius, he was admitted by Augustus 
into a copartnership of the empire and had an equal 
power in the government of the provin<Jes conferred 
upon him by law * : the other is the time, when, by 
the death of Augustus, he became sole emperor* 
The point therefore to be considered is, which of 
these epochs is adopted by St. Luke as the time 
whence he reckons the fifteenth year of Tiberius. 

Now, as Abp. Usher observes, Tiberius was ad- 
mitted into a copartnership of the empire in the ^ 
year 4725 of the Julian period, and succeeded td 
the ^ole empire in the year 4728 of the same pe- 
riod. Consequently, his fifteenth year, reckoned 
from the first of these epochs, coincides with the 
Julian year 4739 ; and, reckoned from tlie second^ 

• Veil. Pat. 1. ii. c. IQO— Tac. Annal 1. i. c. 1— 'Suet, in 
Tiber, c. 21. The testimony of Paterculns is very strong ta 
the purpose. " Concussis host! urn riribus, classicispeditum-«> 
" que expcditionibus, cum res Galliarum maximse molis, a(i-* 
** censasque plebis Viennensiura diascnsiones, coercitione, ma- 
*♦ gb quam pcena, moUisset (Tiberius), et Scnatus Popul usque 
** Romanus, poslulante patre ejus (Augusto), ut ctquum ci jus 
•* in omnibus provinciis exercitibuaque csset quam erat ipsi^ decreto 
" complcxus essGt ; — in urbem rerersus, jam pridem debitum^ 
^ sed continuatione bcllorum diUtum, ex Pannoniis Dalmatt&^ 
*' ^ue e^it triumpbum." 

with 
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with tiie Julian year 4742. One or other of these 
years therefore must be that fifteenth year of h» 
reign, which is specified by St. Luke as the era of 
the beginning of John's ministry. i 

I think with Dr. Prideaux thaft it must be the 
former of them : and I assent to his opinion on th^ 
following grountls. 

It has been proved, as far as matters of this kind 
are capable of proof, that tht seventy weeks must 

expire with the crucifixion. It has also been proved^ 

* 

that unto the Messiah means unto tke commence^ 
ment of tfte Gospel dispensationy and that the Gos- 
pel dispensation? comnaenced with the preaching of 
John. If then these pornts have been proved, Joha 
must have begun* to> preach at -the end of the sixty 
tune weeks : that is to say, aa we have seen above, 
he must have begun to preach in the Julian year 
4739, when the sixty nine weeks expired. But this 
very year 4739 is the fifteenth year of Tiberiu* 
reckoned fron» his admission into a copartnershi[> 
of the em^pire. Hence, if the premises be well esta- 
blished, the oottclusion mu»t be, that it is this fif- 
teenth year of which St Luke speaks a» being the 
je^x in which John began to preach. 

We shall be led to the same conclusion by IJie 
internal evidence afforded in the history itself. If 
the ministry of John commenced in the oth^r fif- 
teenth year of Tiberius> it mu^t have commencecl 

tliFee 
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thrcfe years later : in which case, it must havd com- 
menced only a very few months before the baptism 
of Christ But that is too short a space of time for 
the fame of John to have been spread far and wide, 
as we are assured by the sacred historians that it 
was, not merely before his death, but even before 
he baptized our Lord *. If th^n John could not 
have begun to preach in the fifteenth year of the 



sole reign of Tiberius, he must have begun in the 
fifteenth year reckoned from the admission of that 
prince into a copartnership of the empire; because 
there is no other year in which he could have 
begun. 

The propriety of the conclusion seems to be fur- 
ther confirmed by the style adopted in the public 
acts of the empire. From, the time when Tiberius 
was associated into the government, these went in 
his name as well as in that of Augustus ; and th« 
usage especially prevailed in the imperial provinces, 
of which Syria Was one. From that time therefore 
the years of his reign were reckoned in those pro- 
vinces. Whence it is natural to conclude, that St 
Luke followed the ordinary mode of computation ; 
and, consequently, that his fifteenth year of Tiberius*^ 
coincides with the Julian year 4739 1- 

• Se(^Matt. iii. I— IS-^Mark i. 2--9— Luke iii. 1—22. • 
'\ See Pridcaux't> Connect. Part i. B. v. p. 303.^ 

Thus 
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Thas it appears, that the sixiy nttiewifek&f inbi^ 
It was predicted should reach unto the Messiah^ if 
reckoned from the seventh year of Artaxei^te Lon^^ 
gimanus, bring us exactly to the yeak'-473d of th0 
Julian period or the fifteenth year of Tiberius, in 
which the Gospel dii^pensation commenced by thc^ 
preaching of our Lord's harbinger John the Bap- 
tist 

(3,) This arrangement of St. Luke^s fifteenth year 
of Tiberius, when proposed by Dr* Prideaux, was^ 
violently objected to by Mr. Marshall: but the 
Dean was prevented by death from answering tho 
arguments of his opponent ; he was removed from 
this life, while the work in which he was attacked 
was yet in the press. 

Mr. Marshall objects first and most vehemently^ 
that Dr. Prideaux sets aside the authority of Pto- 
lemy, notwithstanding he had spoken so strongly in 

» 

favour of , his canon, and notwithstatayfihg he ha4* 
himself censured Petavius and Abp. Usher for 
throwing back the commencement of the reign of. 
Artaxerxes Longimanus tea or nine years in defi- 
ance of that canoni Tiie Julian* year 47S9, aCt 
cording to the canon of Ptolemy, is the twelfth year 
of Tiberius : whereas, according- to* thte Dram's ^ 
reckoning, it is his fifteenth year, ^ 

Such an objection promised much,"btit perforins 
HWei I vnli venture flatly to deny, thWt Dr: Pri- 

V deaux 
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4eaux does ia this instailceat all set aside the canoi) 
(tf Ptoleiny* It is wcU known, tliat that writer 
Uiiiji^mly ' QOmipVitd^ the year^ of each sovereign 
from the death of his predecessor. According to 
/A/^ reckoning, Dr. PrideaMX never denied, nor ever 
thought of denying, that the Julian year 4739 coin- 
cided with the twelfth year of Tiberius, But, though* 
the computation of Ptolemy be uniformj it does not; 
exclude tlie existence of other modes of computa- 
tion. Thus, in the case of Tiberius, the years of 
his reign are reckoned from two different epochs* 
Ptolemy, agreeably to his fixed plan, calculates 
them from the death of Augustus: but they are 
likewise calculated from his admission into a copart-. 
nership of the empire. Between these two modes 
of computation there is a difference of three years : 
1^0 thMf according to one of them, the Julian year 
4739 coincides with the fifteenth ^ear of Tiberius t 
aad, according to the other, with his twelfth year. 
When an historian therefore speaks of tlie fifteenth 
^car of Uiis prince, it is abstractedly a matter of 
doubt whkh fifteenth year he speaks of: but, if 
there be reason to suppose that he speaks of his fif- 
teenth year reckoned froni his admission into a co« 
partnei^hip of the empire, I see not how the adopt- 
ing of stich a supposition can at all be construed 
iuto ar rejection of the authority of Ptolemy — But 
liic futility of this objection will better appear from 

cousid^rbg 
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tOQsidering other parallel ' cases. . I. Jeremiah 
spei^ks of the first year of Nebuchadnezzar *, *and 
Daniel speaks of his second yearf : yet no < one 
dt^iibtS;. nor did Mr< Marshal) himself doubt^ that 
these prophets use two different modes of reckon- 
ing. Jeremiah computes from the admission of 
Nebuchadnezzar into a copartnership of the em- 
pire : whence his first year of Nebuchadnez:2ar does 
not coincide with Ptolemy's first year of that prince 
or the Julian year 41 10^ but with the twentieth year 
of NabopoUassar or the Julian year 4108. £ut 
Daniel computes^ like Ptolemy, from the death of 
NabopoUassar and the accession of Nebuchadnez- 
zar to sole empire : whence A^. second year of Ne- 
buchadnezzar coincides of course with Ptolemy^s 
sQcond year of the same prince. Are we then to 
be told that we set aside the authority of the canon^ 
because \^e assert, tliat JcremaKs first year of Ne^ 
buchadnezzar is not Ptolemy* s first year of Nebu-* 
chadnezzar^ but that it coincides with Ptolemy'^ 
twentieth year of NabopoUassar ? Mr. Marshall 
Aim^e^ asserts this very point,, and no doubt justly; 
it is a matter generally acknowledged : yet, on the 
same ground, does he with equal vehemence and 
inconsistency, exclaim against Dr. Prideaux for b* 
arrangement of St. Luke's fifteenth year of Tibe;<^5. 

^ Jerem. xxv.l. t Dan. ii. 1. 

y 2 The 
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The CMea* an^ perfectly parallel. Nebudiadne: 
and Tit>Qirtu3 were alike admitted into a participa^ 
tba o£ empire before the deaths^of their respective 
predBcessors : hence tbeirreigns.are alike computed 
by a double reckoning. Mn Marshall admits^ that, 
in the case of Niebuchaduezzar, Jeremiah follows 
oae; mode 06 reckoning, and Piokm^ another : but, 
Mdiea Dn Prideaux a£sert% on what appeared to 
himself vevy sufficient grounds (of their sufficiency 
the reader muist judge), that St. Luke^ like Jere* 
miah, follows a^ mode of reckoning different from 
that, of Ptolemy y Mr. Marsliall immediately assails 
him as an impugner of the astronomical canon. S» 
The same remark may be made respecting the first 
year of Cyrus. None suppose that the first year 
of that prince according to Scripture and Xenophon 
is the same as his first year according to Ptolemy, 
except indeed Mr. Lancaster, whom Mr. Marshall 
justly ceniBurcs on .tiiiis very account : all know, that 
it. i^ the same as his third year accoidiiig'to Ptolemy. 
But is the maintaining of this. opinion to be called 
au impeachment of tlie veriacityof the canon? If 
it be, tlie Dean, had he listed, might well have re- 
torted upon his. incautious assailant the charge of 
^"Tonolugical delinquency — After what has beea 
^'"^'^^ it seems almost idle to point out the palpable 
difftT6)ce between Mr. Marshall's accusation of the 
Dean, a^d the Dean's «^ccusation of Petavius and 

Abj^ 
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Abp. Usher. The De^u produces his Authority for 
the assumption of Tiberius intb a share of the go- 
vernment and for the computation of his years from 
that assumption: Petavius, without a shadk>w 0f 
jauthority, conjectures that Arta?^*erxes w(^ admitted 
into a copartnership of .the j empire about ten years 
'befbre the death of big fetber ; while the Primate, 
in absdute defiance of the cdnon, throivs back thcit 
death the. spiice of about nine yea]:s. 

Mr. MaKshall next Objects, that a much shorter 
period than .three years and a half was sufficient 
very widely to have extended th& fame of John the 
Jkptisty and tb^t J<^hn acted : in his ministry aft^ 
our Lord had entered upon his. 

All this may be perfectly true ; but it seems to 
me to. bear very little upon the point in debate. 
The questioD is not, ho^ long a tim^ might be 
deemed sufficient to make tbe Baptist known thrdugb 
a very extensive region, nor * how loiig a time he 
might carry on his ministry conjointly with 'Qur 
Lord : but, whether a very few months previous to 
the baptism of Christ were sufficient to have spread 
bis fame in every direction. If they were not,, he 
could not have begun to preach in Ptolemy^ fif- 
teenth year of Tiberius : and, if he did not begin to 
preach* f/re», he must have begun in the fifteenth 
year of Tiberius according to the other reckoning 
which coincides with bis twelfth year according to 

Ptolemy ; 
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Ptolemy; because there is no third intermediate 
fifteentli year in which he could have begun. 

He lastly objects, that both, Josephus and Euse- 
bius reckon the years of Tiberius agreeably to the 
canon of Ptolemy : whence he infers, that it is next 
to a certainty that St. Luke did the same. 

The cogency of tbiis objection will best appear by 
the application of the argument on which it is 
founded to a case which has already been adduced. 
Daniel reckons the years of Nebuchadnezzar agree- 
ably to tlie canon (^ Ptolemy : . therefore it is nea?t 
to' a certainty^ that Jeremiah did the same. So 
might we reason abstractedly with as much plausi- 
1:)ility as Mn Marshall does, but we i^hould reason 
with just as little demonstrative evidence. If Da- 
niel's computationiCcGording to the canon will not 
prove that Jeremiah used the same mode of compu- 
tation (and we know th^t he did not use the same 
mode), it is difficult to conceive why the reckoning 
of St Luke must necessarily have been tlie same as 

the reekoping of Josephus and £usebiu3 ''^t 

. 42. The 

♦ Marshall's Treatise on the Ixx vrceks. p. 182 — IpS. As 
some might be inclined to think, that Dr. Pri Jeaux and myself 
wish tQ compute the iifteei|th year o/Ti})cpi|is, Qiei)tionod by St. 
Luke, fron^ the tjme of his admission iqto i^i ecjual share of tl^e 
government, merely to serve a turn ; it may be useful to men** 
lion, that both the author of the preface to the Rationariwn T>f 
jpetfivius; ^n4 ot}ier chronological writers whom ht notices, 

ppptendi 
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S. The sixty nine weeks are divided into seven 
tteeks zndi sixty two weeks: and we^are told, that 
the*]fioly city is to be rebuilt, with perpetual increase 
and firm decision, in the sliort space of the times, 
or in the seven weeks. Seven prophetic weeks how-* 
ever are equal to forty nine years: and the seven 
weeksy being the first term of the seventy weeks^ 
must be computed from the same era ; that is to 
say, they must be computed from the seventh year 
of Artaxerxes Longimanus. If then they be com- 
puted from this year, which synchronizes with the 
year A. C. 458 and with the year 4?56 of the Ju- 
lian 'period, they will expire in the year ?R C, 409 
and in the year 4305 of tht Julian period. Herp 
therefore we must look for the completicm of (he 
rebuilding of the figurative holy city ; by which can 
oiily be uhderstood its ultimate* reformation and re- 
settlement. Now the last aict of reform, that took 
place under the administration of Nehemiah the 
successor of Ezra, was the final removal of unktw>- 
ftd fnari'iages from among the people * The Law. 
dP Moses strictly prohibited all intermarriages of 

cmitead, tvithbut hdvingany syitem of prophetic inUrpretation fa 
maintain^ that that year muT>t necessarily be so computed, and 
not from the commencemcut of his sole reign. Dissert, poster. 
«• iii. apud praefat. in edit. Genev. Petav. Ration. Texop. 
• It is recorded in Nehem. xiii, 23—31. 

every 
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i^yeiy f^rt wkh any foreign nation *" ; but, subte* 
^uent to .tlie restoration from Babylon, this probi- 
bitioa was very little regarded by the Jews. It is 
probable, that they first infringed the Law during 
tbeiir captivity, aq4 that they brought back with 
l^am .the forfasifldc^ practice into their own country, 
\y\hen Ezra came to Jerusalemi be found it very 
p^ev^lent among themf^ ^d, though for a time he 
bad ch^aked it, yet the same corrupt practice had 
again siprung up when Nehemiah succeeded him %• 
Upon this the new governor caused all the people 
to enter into a covenant with God> and to bind 
theinselvm by a soleo^n oath, and imprecation -^^ to 
*l walk in God'^ JLaw which was given by Mose$ 
*^ trhe jseryant qf Gxyd, apd to observe and do all 
thp copim^^ndments of the Lord and bis judg- 
p^^ts and his statutes § ;" among which was par-* 
tic4|I^.Fly specified the prohibition of strange mar<- 
mgeull* After virar<^, a short time subsequent to 
his la^t return to his .goyernir^ent, with the view ap* 
pAT^ntly of preventing any relapse into the sam« 
forbidden prai:^iO0, he separftt^d all the minced muU 
fitude from the children of Israel ^. Yet even this 
^d k^ot wholly^ eradicate tl^ evil; for it gr^w qp 

' * Exoclp xxxivJ l6 — Dcut. rii, 3. f Ezra ix. x, 

J Nohem, X. 30/ $ Nehem, x. 29. 

)| ^ebcw, 3(. 30^ f Nebem, xiii. 1, 2,' 3. 
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agnln*; and at leiigth attained ti>.«uQh^a |^^|fa% 
that the family of the liigb-priest, whicti c^ all 
others ought to hffve been pi^^ful in prefiervtog it* 
self pure frqoi such prohibit^ cpi>necti<m0i waf 
polluted with fbem f* One of the sons of JoiMa 
the high-priest, whose name Nebemiah does not 
Viention, but whom Josephus calls MfmawehX§ 
married the daughter of Sanballat the Horoioite* 
Justly apprehensive of the mischievous ^eeto of 
such an example, and finding tha;t Mana^seh wiii 
unwilling to part with his strangQ ^f if^i Nebemiah 
exerted his authority to the utipoDty and banished 
him from the country,. The refractory priett %4 
into Samaria with many others ivha were intbe syune 
predicament, >and settled there under the prptection 
of Sanballat the governor* This was the last act of 
reformation that was found necesaary in order t# 
bring back the revived Levitical Church to the qkk 
del of tbe primitive one aa comstitiited by MoMi ; 
and Nehemiah r#present9 hin^self^^ai bavugg cmnr 
pleted his labours^ in (he ioU^wiog ^i^oids : ^* J3ps^ 
f^ cleansed I ^hem from all stnogjesos^ and appoints 
ed tiie wards of the priests and the LevileSy .ev^' 
one in his businsss; and far the imnl^ofieiriag; 

♦ Nchem. xiii» 23— 27* t Nehcm# xiii. 2f. 

4 AQtiq-Ub.xi,c.7t.i2; .! . * 
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^ a€ tiitie» appointed ; and for the first fruits: re*^ 
'*inbmber me, O triy God, for gdod*.^' 

• It is not to be dfssertibled, that the precise year, 
Sfi' which this iinaract of reformation took place, 
ahd in? which conseqi^ently the figurative rebuilding 
6f the holy city wa& finished, cannot be ascertained 
from history. Yet it can be shewn, that the epoch 
erf it mast be placed about the time where we are 
led'by the prophecy to place it; because it can be 
fthewt), that it must be placed not long after the ele- 
venth year of 'Datfius Nothus. Nehenliah tells us, 
^t tte^bigh-p^iest; whose ^on. married the daugh- 
^'di Satib^lliit, was Joiada the son of Eliashib f. 
But, actording to tbe-Ghronicoft Alexandrintfm, 
tiitfaich givps^ the most exact account of the succes-* 
iaoh'iof tUe-bigb-priests from the Babylonian capti- 
vity tbtlie'tioies of the Seleucian- kings, Joiada suc- 
eeedad -hiitf fath^ ili the high-^priesthood' in tte year 
<«feieb con-es|>onds with fl^ eteventh^yedrof Ddrius 
N^Uf, with the^yoar Al C» 4 1 9, and wit{i the year 
<86a Of t^e* JiiUarl period ; hs is mafriifest fix>m the 
9iiintfe[r^ of yeai^$, ^whlcH' tbi$ <>hfonibl^ ascribes to 
ta«h'bi^prifesti$J' 'Now) fipm the year 425© of 
tiieJuyah' period,! in which* the itecree of the se- 
venth year of Artaxerxes was enacted, to the year 

♦ Nejiem. xiii. 30, Sr. .^ . . ' ^ Nehem. xiii. 28, 
^ ..).8ee the chronological table in the Appendix, No* 2. 
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4301 of the same period, there are forty-fire years. 
Consequently, Joiada must have succeeded to' the 
liigh-priesthood forty-five years after the enacting 
t)f the decree firom wMeh the svoenweeks^ are to be 
computed. Hence it is manifest, since the last act 
of Nebemiah's refonnation took place in the high- 
priesthood of Joiada, that it must have taken place 
fhare than forty*five years after the enacting of the 
decree. How much more, history does not enable 
us positively to determine ; Jour years morcy if my 
view of the prophecy be just For, if the seventy 
weeks^ expire with the cnicifixion (as they must do 
if they look prospectively)^ and if consequently they 
commence in the seventh year of Artaxerxes Longi^ 
manus ; then the edict for the rebuilding of the holy 
city must be an edict for the rebuilding of the figu-* 
rative holy city. And, if the edict for tbeTebuiUk* 
ing of the hoty city be the edict for the rebuilding 
of the figurative holy chy, which was passed in the 
seventh year of Artaxerxes; then the ' forty-nine 
years, allotted for its rebuilding, must expire in the 
year 4305 of the Julian period, which synchronizes 
ivith the fifteenth year of Darius Nothus artd with 
the fifth year * of the faigh*priesthood of Joiadac 
And, if tlje rebuilding of the holy city be completed 
by the last act of Nehemiah's refcn^matioii (as ft 
must be, if the figurative holy city be meant); theij 
his last act of rcforaiation must be fix^d to the year 

4305 
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of the Julian period. This^ accordmgly, M 
^iout the tiHie where we must fix it ; because, since 
it took place in the higb-priesthopd of Joiada, and 
ftince Joiada succeeded to itbe high* priesthood four 
years before the supposed Expiration of the seoem 
V^eehSy it cannot have taken place earlier than forty 
five years after the enacticig of the decree. 
. (1.) Bat here it may be objected, that Neh^ 
miah's last act of reformatioii did mt take place in 
the high*pri6is^tbood of Jmada^ butinjtbat of his fa< 
Iber Eliashib; .the word A^-pWtf«^ sending, in ap- 
position with EHaskibj not with Joiada: — ^' one of 
^^ the sons of Joiada the son of EUa^ib the high^ 
f^ priest was son-in-law to SanbalUt. the Horo^ 

« niteV 

. I reply^ that, if the Jiast-act of Neheauah's reform 
nSition , took place in the high-priesthood of Eliav 
ehib, the .marriage of the son of Joiada must also 
ha^e taken place in the swEie bigh-priesthood : that 
^ to say, the pop of Joiada mu9t have been married 
in «the j:^|gb-prieetbood, :aod consequently in the life* 
^soe, q( his igrandfather. But this is improbabl* 
general^f because it very rarely happens that A 
pandson is tnarried during the life of his grand* 
^Either. And it is still more imfurobahle (I bad al- 
«fiQfit sfiid impossible) particularly^ faecauae thi^ 



( dS3 ) 

Bsembers of • the sacerdotal family usually married' 
later in life than the laity, and because the high«* 
pHesthoods of Joiakim and Eliashib and Joiada' 
were each so long that Manasseh scarcely coubt 
have beeii married in ttte life-time of bis grandfMher 
Eliaslrib— I likewise reply, that the idiom of the' 
Ifebrew language will not admit of such a* construe- 

r 

-tioDy as that which would place the word high-priest 
in apposition with Eliashib. The Jews, and other 
eastern nations, not having adopted the use of sur^ 
names, were accustomed to distinguish one person 
from another who bore the same name by subjoin* 
ing the name of his father or some more remoto 
ancestor of celebrity : Joiiula the son of Eliashib 
therefore is in fact one name, expressed by the He- 
brews Joiada Ben^Eliashib. The same custom 
alike prevailed among the Welsh, the Irish, the 
Scots, and the Normans. Kf any of those names, 
which are now become regular surnames, were ori- 
ginally patronymics, and were changed every gene- 
ration* Thu^, as Manasseh the son of Joiada Ben- 
Eliashib would call himself Manesseh Ben-JoiadOy 
so, among the Normans, Robert the son of William 
Sitz- Eustace, would formerly have beqn designate4 
Robert Fiiz^fFilliam. 

(2.) It may 6irther be objected^ that this arrange** 
ment does not accord wkh the chronology of Jose- 
phus: because he says, that the JUa/msseh, who 

^ espoused 
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^ tdpoused the daughteir of Sanballat; was the hM* 
tlier of Jaddua the grandson of Joiada, and the son 
pf Jobanan ; and that his marriage took place dur- 
ing the high-priesthood of Jaddua '^^ 

To this I reply^ that, supposing tlie same «$xn^' 
baliat ta be spoken of by Nehemiah and Josephu^ 
(which indeed is sufficiently evident f?) the chrono- 
logy of Josephus must necessarily have beenrreiK 
dered erroneous by his mistaking Darius CddMidn^ 
nus for Darius Nathus. Jaddua succeeded to the 
high-priesthood in the year A. C.341 towards ther 
end of the reign of Artaxerxes Ochus, and wa$ 

* Perhaps it is not quite clear that Josephus says the whole 
of this, but I thought it right to put the objection in the strong- 
est form. He does not absolutely say, that Manasseh married 
the daughter of Sanballat in the high-priesthood of Jaddua, 
tboi^h such seen&s the most natdrai construction of the pas* 

t It is incredible, that in the couijjq of two or three genera- 
tions there should be two Sanballats, whose lives should be 
marked by exactly the same circumstances, the Sanballat of 
Scripture and the Sanballat of Josephus; that eac/^ should be 
governor of Samaria, that* each should have a daughter mar- 
ried to a son of tl^e Jewish high.priest, and that for the offence 
of contracting such a marriage the son-in-law of eacA should 
be banished his country. But, if the Sanballat of Josephus be 
the Sanballat of Scripture, then the Manasseh of Josephus must 
be the person, who is said in Scriptu**e to 'iiavc' married the 
daughter of Sanballat and to haye beeii'vthe son of Joiada, 
though his name is not mentioned* 

contemporary 
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ftontemparary with Darius CodQmsMiDUSt tod AleXf* 
ander the great; If then Manasseh married the. 
daughter of Sanballat during the high-priesthood of 
Jckddua, he mpst have married h^^ and have been 
banislied by Neheniiiah for his offence, subsequent 
to the year A. C* 34L But Nehemiah received hiti 
commission in the twqnjtieth year of Artaxerxea 
Longimanus in the year A. C. 445 j at which time, 
from the importance of the trust committed to him, 
we cannot suppose him to have been less than thirty, 
years of age, probably much more^ Allowing him 
however to have been no more than thirty years of 
a^e in the year A. C. 445 when he received his^ 
commission, he must have been one hundred and 
thirty-four years old in the year A- C. 341 when 
Jaddua succeeded to the high-priesthood ; and ho 
must have been of a yet more advanced age, when 
he banished Alanasseh on account of his unlawful 
marriage. But such a suppositional which must be 
iadopted, if we adopt the chronology of Josephus, 
WLtxd if we assume that, when Nehemiah speaks of 
the SQm of Joiada^, he uses the word sons in a large 
sense, meaning grrndsons: such a supposition, con* 
sidering the age of man which was not longer in. 
those dq^ys than it is at present, is altogether im- 
probable t» 

♦ I^ehem. xiii. 28. 

' * . 

f Ses Prideaux's CoDxiect. Part i* b. 5. p. 424— 4!^/. 
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XS!) To this teitninatioii howftver of the' HHidf 
weeks Mr. Marifhall objects, both oh the' score of 
It^ being imptobable that Nehemiah^is last act of re^ 
fonnatbn should have taken place so late^ and on 
th€^ score c^ the insufficiency of the argiiment ad« 
duoed^ to prove that it was acconit)lished in the high-* 
pAesXhooAoiJoiada rather than in thM of his father 
Etiaskib. 

The firet of these objections I think sufficiently' 
atiswered by stating the couritier-improbability of 
Eliasbibj dnring his life-time, having 'a grandson of 
H sufficient age to be married^ The high-pri^thood ' 
<^ Joiakim lasted SO years; that of Eliashib, 40 
years ; and that of Joiada, 40 years likewise. Now 
it is obvious, thatj where an office descends from fa- 
ther to son, three successive reigns could not have - 
been so long, unless the high-priests ' had married 
iate in life: for, whenever there is a series of early- 
4narrif^€fs, thou^ one reign may be very long, the 
ftext must be proportionably short. But, if the 
high-priests married late in life, or (to be more par- 
ticular) if Eliashib the high-priest in question mar- 
ried late in life, as he must have done both to reign 
40 years himself' snd to have a ^;i reign 40 years 
after him ; it is not very probable, that a grmidsmi 
of his could have attained the marriageable ag^ dur- 
ing his high-priesthood* The question therefore is, 
wh€th«r it be imre probable^ that Nehemiah's last 

act 
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litt bf refot'matioh took place wheti it is supposed 
to have done, or that Eliashib, who reigned 40 years 
himself, whose father reigned 30 years before him^ 
and whose son reigned 40 years aftei" him, should 
have lived to see the mardagc of his grandson, I 
do not say, that sUch a thing is impossible ; but, 
whether it be a more probable event than the sup- 
posed late act of Nehemiah^s reformation, let the 
reader determine. 

If the weight of probahility be against Mr» Mar- 
shall,, his second objection will be of very litde avail. 
Indeed it is nrged in amanner, which seenls to shew 

• that its author did not cdtisider himi&lf as treading 
cm very firm ground. He allows, thati according 
to " the usual eastern- mode of writing,*' when the 
(Bscpresjsion Joiada ike son of Eliashib the high* 

"priest occurs we are to understand it as denoting 
that Joiaday not Eliashib ^ is the high-priest spoken 
of: but he tiiinks, that we have no right to infer 
that suoh is its iikpoxiastisedby'Nehemah; be- 
cauisie, when that writer speaks of Eliashib, he sim- 
ply calls hin> Eliashib the priest or Eliashib the 
high-priest, not Eliashib the son of Joiakim the 
high-priest — ^The weight of this negative argument 
c^annot be esteemed to be yety great, when used to 

' invalidate an acknowledged affirmative proposition* 

: If it be allowed, that, according to '^ the usual eas- 
" tern mode of writing,'* the expression Joiada the 



son ^El\asbiib the high-pif^ idenQt^ Jalf^a i9 hfi 
the Jiigb-f>rie^ ^n question^ it is di0icuk ^ -q^moeiDS 
the QCigeaey ^f •tbe fur|;umen(;, wjp^ob would fs^ove, 
tM a wf^t£F ud^ thje^pre^^lcm in q ae^^ise ^fferemt 
froiQ Uie usual eastern inpdfi of wFi^ing^ biscw^ hf^ 
fiopietimes do^s not. u§e 4t of nU. la abam Mr. 
lilar^bfiU'fi idbypQtjive vargioinent «iH9UPt6 to t^ : v^* 
cor^ilig to, " tb.e uspal ^s^terti woie of writing" tiy 
expression Joiada the son ofEliaskib the h^kipnk^ 
imptopts that Joifldg, is the high-pniest apoteo' of; 
Nehemiah bo](veveir writer ^Ufishilt ti€ UghrparkU^ 
Imd not EH^shik tke^px^ ^f Jm^jhc high-rpmst ; 

9hib tkehigh^rk^t^ h$ illfana to ^pi»Y^ Etiaskii^ 
npt of /af(wig 9« fai^z^ ^l^ri>i^ !&0!K^ .actocd* 
ing to (he f^powledgp4 ^^al ^^l^r0 motif af 
^writiog we iOHgkt tP -wdpi^tenil e^% /)6« ft« 

: Itjiia.y«iQt.iie iMRtsstp or^msMTl^/tfaa^ atehodgh 

.^r. M^«b41 objofot^ sp bf^% t^ Blr.rIVidd«di, 

)^ ^wn siippo^tion tha^ t^ ri^uitdiig of tbetitend 

Jerusalem ws^ cpa)p\et9f}> in ^ y^ajsik purdy con* 

jectwwil.- -.-^ . •\ A' 

Tbu9» tbQiiigb I %Ilow tb^t it caiu^ot be ahspIiitGiy 

proved 'ftqi^ Ip^lpiy tb9it Nebecnjab's last kctair^ 

Ibrmatioa took p}ace ^rt^i&tXy forty nine yoirs after 

tb$ eaaoting of the decree in the seventh year of 

AxtAWTW9, we may, I think, fairly conclude froto 

tlv 
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Ihe pitipliec^ itself viewed in connection with wheat 
xan be proiKoed from history, that its true date is tb# 
AxpinilioQ of those forty tdne years. 

& Wb aue told, that, durmg the i9hort space cif 
the wtfcn serMft^ the rebuilding of the figurative city 
jft-to bejOLntied on mfh perpetual increase and firm 
^a«a2»— The fiist of these expressions plainly ref- 
Jotes to its i)€ing gradually built up to the purity G(f 
4fae iorigiflodi modeL Ezra did much both' towm^s 
mesta^^lishipg it, and towards removing varioiti^ 
•abuaes which had crept in : Nehemiah completed 
4i» whole /in.every respect. But, if we vead the 
iiistory 4if :th6se tittinsactions, it will evideirtly a^ 
ffe^ that the busmess was accomplished gradually, 
^irst one tnstitiiiioQ was appointed and one abuse 
temoved, and then another : untile lengthy at the 
end of fort^ nine years, that forbidden practioe 
HiKbich ioenia to have been the most utveterate was 
£fi4ily eradicate, and the rebuildmg of the city 
fifi^ed^^The aecond expression seems .intended to 
^beiacrahe the character of those^ who were the chief 
agente in this great work. If we consider the ^a- 
fiott» difficulties ikAX Ezra end Nehemiah had to ^ 
«BCQUnter, we shall be convinced that it required 
aa or^nary degree of firmness and decision to pror- 
aMVfee with steadiness and resolution the business 
otnun^ittad to them. Every impediment was thrown 
ia Ai«ir. way by the Samaritans, the Ammcoutes, the 

z S Arabians;^ 
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Arabians, arid the Ashdoditesi insomuch that the 
people were compelled to labour with a weapon* in 
oue of thdr hands. But outward opposition may 
be considered as trifling compared to that from 
within« The work of reformation is never popular* 
The Jews returned again and again to the contract- 
ing of forbidden marriages and^ to die open viola* 
tion of the sabbath. Even the son of the fai^-priest 
sanctioned the first of these abuses by his own ex* 
.^mple^ Iilsomuch that all Nehemiah's promptitude 
and decision of character were not more than suffi- 
cient for the inflicting of punishment upon so ex* 
alted ao offender, dnd for the stemming of such a 
torrent of corruption. But persevetance at length 
gained the victory : ieigreeably to the prophecy, the 
city was rebuilt with perpetual enlargement and 
with decishre firmness. 
•III. And, after I'HE weeks seven akd the 

WEEKS SIXTY AND TWO, THE AnOINTED OnI 
SHALL CUT OFF BY DIVORCE, SO THAT they sball 
be NO MORE HIS, BOTH THE CITY AND THE SANC- 
•TUART.: " ' ^ •« •' 

We h^ before been tdd, that irom the going 
l^rth of ain edict to rebuild Jerusalem unto the 
Anointed One the Prince there should be the same 
space of time as that which is here again mentioned, 
namely sixty rune tt^eeks : and we have seai, that 
these sijs'tif nine weeks^ reckoned from the enacting 

' or 
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of the decree in the seventh year of Artaxcxxe*' 
bring us exactly to the year in which the preaching 
of the Gospel commenced. We are here further 
told, that^ after the expiration of this same period, 
Messiah will divorce that Church, which, in the 
language of the ancient prophets, had always been 
figuratively represented as his mystical consort 
The commencement therefore of his cutting her off 
by a bUl of divorce must plainly be considered as 
synchronizing with the commencement of the mi-* 
nistry of the Gospel, And, accordingly, these two 
circumstances synchronize exactly together. The 
Messiah came unto his own ; but, from the very 
first, his own received him not. The Gospel began 
to be preached by John; but it was. never received 
nationally by the Jews. From its earliest promuU 
gation the Levitical Church, as a body, rejected it. 
As it was predicted by Isaiah, that the Messiah 
should be despised and rejected of men : so, whea 
iie came unto his own peculiar people, they hid as 
it were their faces from him ; tliey esteemed him a 
very wretch, judicially smitten of God * ; the light 
5faone in darkness, and the darkness comprehended 
it not. When the Levitical Church therefore re* 
Jected Christ the true bridegroom, he of necessit| 

^ Or, as the expression is interpreted in the Talnuid^ 
$trichen with the leprosy. They viewed bin) with as much ah* 
i^orrenc^ as a Icpeu 
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ti^eeted h^r from being fais brid^. Yet the b3) ot . 
divorce^ prepari6d and written as it now wa9, tCiil 
was not foroHaily giv^n ijlito her band *, until the^ 
Jew3 bad ^Ued up tlm tsea^ute of tbejor ini^itietf 
by crucifying the Lord o£ life. Though no* kmgei? 
](Q spiritual comHiuiiioQ with God doi^ing the last 
waek of the smmttfy yet the Levittcal' Cfaureb wa# 
fwemkalhf eateemed the hofy city,' ootit sb& bad 
coiiipl^ed the apostasy by which she was finally 
separated from her heavenly hndegroonSf The finsi 
step taken t<>wai^d8 the divorce was at the end of 
Me slvty^ nine weeks : tiie fimsbing hand wtfs put to 
it at the end of the semnty weeks. At the close of 
the former period^ the process (to speak te law 
terms) commenced, sind the bill of divorce was 
sued out : at the cipse o£ the latter period^ the prot» 
ceedin^ were ^mpteted, and the sentepee of se* 
paratioti was finally pranouriced* Y^t^ an among 
the Jews while tbe business of proctrring a? divorce 
was carrying on opportunities werei scudi4i^^ly of^ 
fered to the parties to- effect » reconcitiatioB with 
tea^^h other, and as the time of pronouncing |be sen^ 
tence was purposely protracted that nothing might 
be do]?^ hastily and without diid deliberation f \ 
so were the pr6ceedin|ps of Kf^siah agains( ^ Le^ 

♦ peut.xxiv. I. 
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vitical Church not urged fon^rd \1rttb the knpst^ 
(lent rapidity of iafle^^iUe seterify, hot carded oti 
vtith merciful deliberitkm tbik)ugh tfte whole space 
of his ministry^ that abundant time might bd aHoited 
^r mpeatince and reicdnfciliation. So accurate ii 
the allegory in all itar parts; 

That the dtvdrcc^ of the Levitical church torn* 
Hienced with his ministerial comings our Lord him« 
self teaches us by the mouth of his^ prophet Isaiah : 
Itnd he afterwards foretells his passion, which, ac«^ 
cording to Daniel, takes place at th(S close of tht 
seventy iti>eeks. " Thus saith Jehorah, M^ete ift 
^^ the bill of your mother's divorcement by \thich I 
5< dismissed her ? Or who te he among my iSi^ 
^^ ditors to whom i have sold you? Behold, for 
^^ your iniqtnties are ye dokt, and for your i^posta^ 
^* sies is your mother dismissed. JVhereJh^e eank 
^* jT, and there was no fwnf CaUad /, and lum 
*^ answered f Is then my hand S6^ greatly shw^ 
f^ ened, tliat I cannot redoMi ? And faav^ I nd 
^* power to deliver ? — ^The Lord Jehovah bath given 
^' me the tongue of the learned, that I mi^ kiio\t 
^' bow to upeak a seasonable word to the weary; 
f^ He wakenetb, morning by mornhig, be wakeneth 
^' mine ear, to hearken with the tftirHJon of a 
^* learner. The Lord Jehovah hath opened mine 
^^ ear, and I was not rebellious ; neither did I with** 
^ draw myself backteard. I gave my back to the 

** smitere. 



I '. 



( 344 ) 

*^ smiters, and my cheeks to them that plucked ofiP 
\^ the hair : my lace I hid not from shame and spit^ 
*■ ting. For the Lord Jehovah is my helper ; there-* 
^ fore I am not ashamed. Therefore have I set 
^' my face as a flint ; and I know that I shall not 
'^ be confounded*." Messiah is hwe exhibited in 
his true character of Jehwah the Son, the husband 
of the Levitical Church ; but he is exhibited as 'be-t 
ing constrained to divorce her, because ^he received 
him not at kis coming. The speaker throughout 
the whole passage is evidently the same ; for there 
is no change of person, no intimation that apy one 
iplse is introduced. At the beginning of it this 
speaker is declared to be Jehovah the husband of 
the Levitical Churcht Yet he afterwards acknowr 
ledges that he ipeceiv^s his commission from the 
X/)rd Jehovah, and minutely foretells |be bitter m« 
suits wliici^ h^ should experience at the time of his 
passion. Here then we have; a plain proof of the 
divinity of the Messiah ; a position indeed, which 
necessarily follows from both Christ and Jehoyali 
b^ing represented a? the husband qf the Church, 

But, though the Levitical Church be divorced for 
pt season, she is npt always; to be thus rejected^ 
T'he ^^ame prophet, qfter describing with wonderful 
ftpcuracy thpse sqfFerjngs of th? Mespiah by wjiich 
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Ihe divorce ivts comummated, impatiently (^s it 
^ere) caU» our attention to the rescinding of it and 
to the reespousals of the repudiated consort. ^^ H# 
*' is despised jmd rejected of men; a man of sor- 
^' rows and acquainted with grief; and we hid as 
** it were our faces from him: he was despised, 
^* und we esteemed him not — But he was wounded 
^^ .for our apostasies, he was bruised for our iniquv- 
^^ ties: the chilstisement of our peace was upon 
^* him ; and with his stripes we are healed^ — It 
♦^ pleased the Lord to crush him with affliction. If 
*^ his soul shall make a propitiatory sacri^ke, he 
^^ ^ball see a seed which shall prolong their days — - 
^^ By the knowledge of him shall my righteous ser^ 
^^-vant justify many; for he shall bear the punish^ 
^' ment of their iniiquities* Therefore will I distri* 
^^ bute the many to him for his portion^ and the 
. ^' ihigbty people shall he share fen* his spoil : be* 
^^ cause he hath poured out his soul unto death : 
** and h^ was numbered with the apostates, and he 
'* bare the sin of many, and made interce3sion fcM: 
^^ the apostates. Shout for joy, O thou barren that 
^' didst not bear ; break forth into joyful shouting, 
^' and exult, thou that didst not travail : for more 
*^ are the children of the desolate than of the mar- 
'* riad wife, saith the Lord. Enlarge the place of 
*^ thy tent, and let the canopy of thy habitation be 

'^ 63^tead^d( spwr^ not} lengthen thy cords, and 

^* firmly 
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^' firmly fix thy stakes. For» on the r^ht hand 
V mid on the left^ thou shait burst forth with in* 
*' crease ; and thy seed shall inherit tlie nations, 
*^ and they shall inhabk the desolate cities* Fear 
'* not, for thou shalt not be confounded, and biosh 
^* not, for thou shalt not be brought to reproach : 
*^ for tiiou shalt forget the shame of thy youth ; 
^* and the reproach of thy widowhood thou shalt 
*^ remember no more. For thy husband is thy 
** IVIaker; Jehovah God of hosts is his name: and 
*' thy Redeemer is the Holy One of Israel ; the 
'^ God of the whole earth shall he be called* For, 
as a woman forsaken and deeply afflicted, hath 
the Lord recalled thee ; and, as a wife wedded in 
youth but afterwards rejected, saith thy God. 
*^ In a little anger have I forsaken thee ; but with 
'^ great mercies wiU I receive thee again: in a%hort 
'^ wrath I hid my &oe for a moment firom tl»ee ; 
^' but with everlasting kindness will I have mercy 
'' on thee, saith thy Redeemer Jehovah *.'' 

It is obvious, that this interpretatioo of the pas* 
sag^ necessarily requires us to understand the holy 
^ity tliat was to be rebuilt in a figurative, sense : for 
the hohf city and the sanctuary ^ which the Messiah 
cut off from him by divorce, are plainly not the lite* 
ral town and ten^le qfJerusakm^ bcithe Levitical 

f Isaisih Mil S, $, 10, 11, 12» liv. 1-^ft. 
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Church and politj/. And, that this interpretatioa 
must be the right one, follows from the circumstance 
of its being the only one that can be made to ac^ 
€ord with the chronology of the prophecy. The 
verb nt^y cannot be translated passively, and ap* 
plied to the cutting off of the Messiah hyf a violent 
death; because the crucifixion did not take place 
at the end of the slvty nine weekSy but at the end of 
the seventy weeks : and even those expositors, who 
would persuade us (contrary to the obvious mean- 
ing of tlie words) that unto the Messiah, means unto 
his deaths are still unable, even after they have 
adopted an untenable mode of calculation, to shew 
that the Messiah was cut off precisely at the end of 
the sivty nine weeks ; which (according to thai tran- 
slation of n"130 ^® terms of the prophecy require. 
Neither can the verb VTSy be translated actively 
shall cut off in the sense of utter excision : because, 
although our Lord did at length thus ciit off the li- 
teral cfty and sanctuary by the instrumentality of 
the RoQfians, he certainly did not «o cut them off at 
the end of the sixty nine zveeks, but several yean 
subsequent to the expiration even of the seventy 
weeks. But, if neither of these interpretations be 
tenable, it will be difBcult to find a third except that 
which is here proposed ; more especially a third, 
which, like this, exactly corresponds with the chro- 
Rplogy of the prophecy. And, if this interpretation 

be 
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be the true one, of which I have little ctoubt; it will 
necessarily follow, as I have just observecj, that the 
holy city must be a Jigurative holy city, as we are 
compelled to conclude from the tenor of that decree 
to which we are brought by computing backward 
490 years from the last of the particulars destined 
to be accomplished within the seventy weeks. . 

IV. For THE PEOPLE OF THE PuraCE THAT 
15HALL COME SHALL ACT CORRUPTLY: BUT THJiJ 
END THEREOF SHALL BE WITH A FLOOD; AND 
UNTO THE END OF A WAR JFIRMLY DECIDED UPON 

shall be desolations. 

1 . Since the preceding part of the prophecy fore- 
told the rebuilding of the figurative city and assign* 
ed the commencement of its reestablishment as the 
date of the seventy weeks; and since it afterwards 
foretells, that, notwithstanding its being thus rebuilt, 
Messiah should cut it off from him by divorce at 
the end of the sixty nine weeks : it may naturally 
l[>e expected, that a reason should be assigned for 
its being thus signally rejected of God and thus for-- 
mally repudiated by its divine bridegroom, Ac** 
cordingly, the prophecy goes on to inform us, that 
the people of the Prince that should come should 
act corruptly. At tiie time when our Lord made 
his appearance, the scribes and Pharisees had re* 
duced the Law to a mere system of decent forma- 
lity. Its precepts were deprived of their spiri- 
tuality; 
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tuality : and these blind leaders of the blind conf-* 
trived by their vain traditions to authorize eveii the 
direct transgression of God's commandments*. 
Painfully laborious in their observance of each mi- 
nute ceremonial ordinance, they utterly neglected 
what was indeed of importance. While they vrece 
punctiliously curious respecting meats and drinks 
and washings, they totally forgot that the only real 
pollution is of a spiritual nature. Intent on adjust- 
ing the exact proportion of tithe of mint and anise 
and cummin, they omitted the weightier matters of 
Ihe Law, judgment and mercy and iaith. Scrupti* 
4ou^ in. cleaning the outside of the cup and the 
fd&tter, within they were full of extortion and ex- , 
cess. Insomuch that our Lord pronounced the 
prophecy of Isaiah to have been exactly accom- 
plished in thiBm ; ^^ This people draweth nigh unta 
V me with their mouth, and honoureth m6 with their 
i^Uips^ but their heart is far from me; but in vain 
^^ do they worship me^ teaching fof' doetrinei^ the 
." commandments of men f ." Nay even stronger 
language than this, was used both by himself and 
by his precursor Johti. " O generation of vipers,^ 
exclaimed his indignant harbinger, fully assur^ that 
^ ^at very moment the sentence of divorce was 
l^ne forth against the Levitical Church ai^ that she 

^ Se« Matt. XY, 9^4^ f Matt. xv. 7, 8, 9* 
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was on the point of being cut offirom the jVIessiat^ 
iuUy a^uTied that from that tioie eiK>tbet* coosoit 
was ;^pDU6ed who ishould bring forth unto her Lard 
uatnew generation '0f spiritual ebildrea: ^' O genera* 
^* tion of vipers, wlip hath warned you to flee from 
'^ the .wrath to (pme? J9ittQg forth therefore fruits 
^^ meet for repentance: aadthioJk not to aay witbiii 
^^ your$elve0, We have Abraham for our fatbesrc 
*^ for I say unto you, that God ia able lof Ihese 
^ stones to raise up children unto Abraliam. Aoi 
^^ DOW also the ax is l^id to the root of the trees: 
^* tbenefore every tree which brii^g^ not forth good 
*' fruit is liewn dowx> <$iiid Qnst i^to the fire. . I io^ 
^* Aped b^p^ize you with water unto repentance : baft 
f ^ ihq that coipeth a,fter noe is mightier than I, whstae 
^ shoes I axa m^ worthy )ta Jbefir ; be shall baixtisf^ 
^* you with the Holy GkotX .and witji'fire; wiiase 
5*'£eui i$ iXi bis hftnd,. Qnd Jbe shall thoroug^y 
purge liis floor,. ,ai)d gather his wiheat into 
jthe gf^rner; .but ko w^l tbum up tbt chaff 
with unquenebf^ble ftref.'^ The awfiil admo^ 
sitioii of the: Baptist however wa& disrejgarded^ 
tmd the pec^e iE)f the {Vince.that shoHld come went 
■pQ corrupting thenuclve^^ until at .kngtli,.. as it was 
predicted of them, they completed their aposta^ 
Hciice oiur Lord hirms^f addresses Jdiea^ shortly b» 

"* Mattiii. Y^^IL 
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lore his ehicifisdon, in the same strong terms of re- 
j)D^asi0n, that his precursor had adopted* ^^ Wo 
^ imto you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites ! for 
^^ ye are like unto whited sepulchres, M^hich indeed 
^' appear beautiful outward^ but are within full of 
*^ deadmett'i bones Mid of >aU uncleanness. £ven 
^ !S0 ye isUo outwajrdly appear righteous unto men, 
^ but' ^ratfain-yeiaie foil of hypocrisy and ihiq[t]ity» 
^ Wo unto you, Seilbes- aind i^harisees, • hypocritesi 
"^ because :ye build the tombs of the pmphete, and 
^* gakaL^'thes^pttldbresof'th^' righteous, and say, 
^ If ^e faad been in the days of our fafthers, ¥ft 
"^^ motkA n6t faav^'^been pjartakers with them in the 
'^^ bloodoftheiprophets. Wdterefore. ye be witnesses 
^>^uilto -jy^del^Sy'that ye aiie^he children of them 
^^ tvMch kBted ^e prophets. :?U4 ye* up th^n the 
*^ tnleasufe^ttf ybtrr ftithcSrs; Ye serpents,*7e genera- 
*^ iion of '44per$, hcfW'cak ye escape Cbcr^^amnatioh 
f^^ t/i beif? Wherefore beheld I send unto^on'prd- 
^^ phets; WBiA m^^vtmLy and ascribes: and some bf 
l^'themye dhail kiU^and icrcreify; and sonie of 
»^ themHBhjifil ye 'seoisi^ge in your synagogues, Wd 
" persecute them from city to city: that upO^'^ou 
^^ may come all the righteous blood shed upon the 
^^ earth, from the blood of righttous Abel uiitothe 
^^ H)leotf df EichariasSon of Baraehttfs, whOnI ye 
*^ stew between tlie temple and the altar. Verily 
** I^ay unto you, All these things shall come upon 
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^' this generation. O Jerusaieai, Jehisakn^ thdOl 
that killest the prophets^ and stonest them which 
are seat unto thee, how often M'ould I have ga^ 
thered thy children together even as a hen ga- 
'^ theroth her chkkens under her wings^ and ye 
** Would not! Behold^ ^Qur bouse is left unto yon 
" desolate. For I say unto you. Ye shall not see 
*^ me: henceforth, till ye shall say^ Blessed Is he that 
** qometi) in the name of the^ I>ord ^." Such were 
the Jews during* the ministry of Christ; and^ what 
they were at the time of the desteuction of th^ 
liky and temple by Titus, let their ownjhiajtorian Jo- 
sephus declare* '^ £#very }iuman law w^s trodden 
under foot by them ; aU diyme ipi^litutions wem 
'^ ridiculed; ^nd they Sfcofied at tW^fKJes of their 
antcicH^t prophets, as the idle iieTedes of fanati- 
cism^.^-*-I belie ve, that, if^thoRom^sMd delay* 
ed to execute judgnvB^t OO', those wr^jtcbes^ their 
.'^ city would either have been pwallowed; bp by an 
*• earthquake, or. swe|>t aw&y ,by: a ^imd^ or dc- 
*^ stroyed lij^e Sodom by lightqipg ; for i% produced 
^^ a race far more impious Uicyi those who ^suffered 
" such calamities J.*' *- 

• 

, * Matt, xxiii. 27— W. 

t Joseph de beiL Jud. lib. iv. cap. 6. { 8. p« \ISS* edit 
Hudson. 

J Ibid. lib. V, cap. 13. §. 6. p, 1255. 
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fi. As the mention of the divorce naturally led 
tihe prophet to account for it by specifying the ex-- 
treme corruption of the people ; so, from specifying 
their extretne corruption^ be is hastily carried on to 
foretell the punishment of it The end of this cor* 
rupt race is to be with a flood. In the language of 
prophecy, a floods as it is well known, is continually 
used to describe a hostile invasion. Such adcord* 
ingly was the end of the Jewish nation. The Ro- 
man ax;mie8, like a mighty inundation, swept it away ; 
and its members have ever since been scattered 
ovtr the face of the whole earth. 

3. Daniel adds, that unto the end of the war 
should be desolations. He here expresses literally 
^hat he had before described figuratively. This 
tremendously desolating war is that which was oc^ 
casioned by the progress of the allegorical inqndfi* 
tion ; and perhaps there never yet was a war of 
equal duration that was equally destructive. 

(I.) The sie^e of Jerusalem commencing at the 
celebratkMt of the Passover, an immense multitude 
of people, which at another time would have been 
spread abroad through the country, were cooped up 
in 4he city as in a prison : whence, as might naturally 
be expected, they soon experienced all the horrors 
•both of famine and pestilence. Hie miseries, which 
the besieged endured; are described with much ela« 
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lyarateness of detail by Josephus ^ : and^ among 
Other particulars^ sufficient to freeze tbe blood ivi& 
borror, he relates the well-known story of the noble 
woman who killed her own child for the sake of 
food f. In short, they wei e reduced to such extre^- 
mities, that they eagerly devoured what the most 
filthy animals would have refused J. Nor was.thi$ 
the whole of their distress. While their enemies as** 
saulted them from without, civiKdiscord raged witb^ 
in. Of so peculiarly savage a nature was the cle^- 
vastating fury of tbe 2^alots> that the Jewish hbtoi- 
rian compares their fa<^ion to a wild beast, wbichy 
for want of other food, preys upon its own vitals §• 
" There was an ancient oracle among them," says 
he, ** which foretold, that tbe city would be taken^ 
^* and the holy places burnt according V> the laws o€ 
^* war, when a sedition should break out, and when 
^* the hands of the native citizens should pollute the 
•* temple of God.** And he adds, that *^ the Zea- 
" lots, believing it, i^adily lent themselves to ht the 
** ministers of its accomplishment ||.** ' ^ ^ .^ • 

Such were the miseries, tha%^ bef#ll JF^rusalera 
iuring its siegp and /^e%?io2£^'tO the tiihe when it was 

* Joseph, de bell. Jud» lib. ¥• c»p. 1S« § 3. p. 12$%. 
^ Ibid. lib. vi. cap»^. § 4. p. 1274. 
X Ibid. lib. vj. cap. 3. $ 3. p. 1274. 
% Ibid. lib. V. cap. i: § 1. p. 121]. 
H. Ibid. lib. iv. cap. 6. § 3. p. 1188. 
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lakefQ tnd^acked by the Romans : but the ^^^ com* 
pktc idea of its desolation is conveyed to the mind 
by the bbtorian's account of the destruction of the 
temple, which may well be considered as the coi^^ 
summation of its calamities.^ ^^ While the sacred 
'* edifice was burning, , every thing was plundered 
^* by the soldiers, and all who were taken were 
** slaughtered without mercy. Neither age, nor 
** rank, was spared: but bqys and old men, the 
*' laity and the priesthood, were equally slain. All 
** suffered alike, whether they asked for quarter, or 
'^ defended themselves. The crackling of t^e flames 
** was heard in horrid concert with the groans of the 
^* dying : and^ from the loftiness of the hill and the 
^ bulk of the edifice that was burning, it might have 
*' been thought that the whole city was on fire. No- 
^^ thing can be conceived either louder or more 
" dresuiful than the clamour. The war-cry of the 
^* Roman legions rushing forward to the work of 
^^ death mingled with the yell of the insurg^i^ 
^^ hemmed in by fire and sword. The people, that 
^* were left aboye, direw themselves in all the nsiadr 
^ aess of despair upon their enemies, uttering hon- 
"^^ rible shrieks on account of the fatness of their 
^* fiuffecings. Those in the city joined their out- 
cries to those upon the hill. Many^ who were 
half dead with famine, when they saw the confla- 
^ gratbn 0[f tbe temple, burst forjth ag^ intP ifran* 
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*' tic bowlings and lamentations, l^er^ and th« 
*^ surrounding mountains retfchoed to their cries, 
" and thq loud reverberation increased the noise of 
" tlie combatants. Yet the slaughter was more 
" dreadful than even the noise. The hill, on which 
" the temple stood, appeared to be one blaze of 
*^ fire from its very roots. Nevertheless, the tor- 
*' rents of blood were still more copious ; and the 
" multitude of the slaughtered exceeded that of the 
^' slaughterers. .No where could the ground be 
" seen on account of the dead bodies which covered 
it. The soldiers, trampling upon heaps of car- 
cases, pursued those that fled from their fury,-*- 
*1 until they came to a portico of the outer temple 
" that was^ yet standing. To this women and chil* 
** dren and a mixed multitude had fled to the num* 
" ber of about six thousand. Before Cesar had 
** determined any thing concerning them and be- 
** fore the generals had given any orders, the sol- 
" diers hurried on by rage set the portico on fire. 
Whence it happened, that some perished in the 
flames, and others by throwing themselves down 
headlong to escape them ; insomuch that not a 
'* single soul was saved *." 
' Well then might Josephus observe, tha^ "the 
*^ miseries of no nation upon record, even firom the 

* Josepfa. de.beli. Jtid. lib. vK cap. 5. $ 1« 2.^ 1280, mu 
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** most remote antiquity, were in any degree compa- 
** rable with those of the Jews */* Well might he 
declare, as if iu confirmation of the prophecies 
both of Daniel and of that Messiah whom his coun* 
trymen rejected, " I am persuaded, tliat there never 
*' existed so wicked a race of men, or a city that 
" underwent such sufferings: they themselves 
" pulled down destruction upon their Own lieads f." 
(2.) These dreadful calamities however were by 
no mean^ confined to Jerusalem alone; as it had 
been predicted, from the very beginning to the very 
end of the war there were desolations throughout 
all the territory of Judfea. " The victories of the 
*• Romans were not confined to this or that place, 
" but like a flood overran the whole land t. Jose* 
^* phus says, that there was no part of Judfea, which 
^' did not partake of the calamities of the capital 
?^ city. At Antioch the Jews being falsely accused 
*^ of a design to bum the city, many of them were 
*' burnt in the theatre, and others v\ ere slaia The 
" Romans pursued, and took, arid glew, them every 
*' where : as particularly at the siege of jVIacherus ; 
** at the wood Jardes, when th Jev^s were sur- 
^' rounded, and none of them escaped, hut being 
** not fewer than three thousand were ^11 §lain; and 

♦ Joseph, de bt^ll. Jud. in Prciim. § 4. p. 955, 
t Ibid. lib. V. cap. 10. § 5. p. 1240". 
J <* Their cod shall be with a flood."* 

•* at 
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'^ at Masada, w^iere, being closely besieged anc} 
" upon the point of being taken^'tbey first murdered 
^*' their wives and children and then themselves to 
/^ the number of nine hundred and sixty, to prevent 
*^ their falling into the enemies hands. When 
^* Jud^a was totally subdued, the danger extended 
** to those who dwelt at a distance. Many werp 
^* slain in Egypt, and their temple there was shut 
" up : and, in Cyrenfe, the followers of Jonathan, a 
^* weaver, and author of new disturbances, were 
^^ most of them slain. He himself was ^en pri« 
^^ soner ; and by his felse accusation three thousand 
** of the richest Jews wpre condemned arid put to 
^^ death. With this account Josephus concludes 
*' his history of the Jewish war *." 

What has been siaid might alone b^ sufficient to 
ahew the accuracy of Daniel's prediction, that unta 
the end of the war should be desolations: but Bp. 
Newton has given us from Josephus a summetry of 
the3e desolations, which so remarkably verifies the 
prophecy, that it is peculiarly apposite to my pre- 
sent purpose. " Of those, who perisfhed during the 

wliole siege of Jerusalem, there were 1,100,000. 

Many also were slain at other times, and in other 
" places. By the command of Florus, who tras 
" the first author of the war, there were slain at Je- 

f Pp. Newton's Dissert, xix^ 

^^ rusalem^ 
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^ rusalem S600 ; by the inhabitants of Cesar^a, 
-^^ above S0,000 ; fit Scythopolii, above 13,000 ; at 
^ Ascaloa 2500, and at Ptolemais 2000 ; at Alex« 
^ andria, under Tiberius Alexander the president, 
" 50,000 ; at Joppa, when it was taken by Cestius 
^^ Grallus, 8400 ; in a mountain called Asa?non near 
^ Sepphoris, above 2000; at Damascus, 10,000 • 
^^ in a battle with the Romans at Ascalon, 10,000; 
^' in an ambuscade near the same place, 8000 ; at 
^^ Japba, 1 5,000 ; of the Samaritans upon mount 
^' Garizin, 11,600; at Jotapa, 40,000; at Joppa 
** when taken by Vespasian, 4200; at Tarichea 
" 6500, and after the city was taken 1200; at 
^^ Gamala, 4000 slain, besides 5000 who threw 
'^ themselves down a precipice ; of those who fled 
^^ with John from Gischaia, 6000 ; of the Gada« 
^ reoes, 15,000 slam, besides an infinite number 
^ drowned; in the villages of Idum^a, above 
" 10,000 slain; at Gerasa, 1000; at Macheras, 
^ 1700 ; in the wood of Jaixies, SOOO ; in the cas* 
** tie of Masada, 960 ; in Cyrenfe by Catullus the 
** governor, SOOO. Besides these, many of every 
^^ age, sex, and condition, were slain in this war^ 
^^ who are not reckoned : but, of these who are 
i^ reckoned, the number * amounts to above 
** 1,357,660 ; which would appear almost incredi* 
f ' ble, if tiieir own histtnian bad not so particularly 
*^ enumerated them *." • 

f Bp. Newloa's Dissert, xx, 

4. I have 
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4. I have hitherto left unnoticed the epithet whitrh 
Daniel applies to this desolating war, though it is 
highly deserving of our attention : he styles it a war 
firmly decided upon or absolutely and irrevocably 
predeterndfied. The phraseology here adopted al- 
ludes, if I mistake not, to the prophecies which were 
80 awfully accomplished in the course of the Jewish 
war, particularly those of Moses and our Lord. The 
prediction of Moses is so wonderfully minute in its 
detail of circumstances, that it resembles a history of 
past events rather than a prophecy of what was then 
future*. The prediction of our Lord refers to 
foriper prophecies ; and declares, that the impend* 
ing calamities of the Jewish nation were so irrevoca' 
bly predetermined (to use the language of Daniel), 
that the universe itself might sooner be dissolved 
than they should fail of taking place* ^' When ye 
^' shall see Jerusalem qpmpasMMl with armies," says 
he, '^ then l^now that the desolation thereof is n^h. 
^' Then li^t them which are in Jud^a flee to the 
*^ iqQuntajns; aqd let them which are in the midst 
^' of it depart out ; wd let not them th^t are io the 
cpiintries enter thereinto. For these be the days 
qf vengeance, th(it all things which wr% written 
'^ fJi^ty bffulfii^d* 3ut woe \into them tiiat are 

* Pent. X3(vii]« xxix. See Bp, K[ewtoa*s Pis8frtat]on4>|l Ckvi 
prophecy. 
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^ with child, and to them that give sack in those 
^* days, for there shall be great distress in the land, 
^* and wrath upon this people. And they shal) 
^' fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be led 
" captive into all nations — And, when these things 
^^ begm to come to pass, then look up, and lift up 
" your heads, for your redemption draweth nigh — 
*' Behold the fig-tree, and all the trees : when they 
" now shoot forth, ye see and know of your own* 
" selves, that summer is now nigh at hand. So 
♦' likewise, when ye see these things come to pass, 
^ know ye that the kingdom of God is nigh at hand, 
*• Verily I say unto you^ This generation jshatt not 
^* pass away till all (these) things shall be. Hewven 
^' and earth shall pass away ; but my words shall not 
*^ pass away*.'' Thus it appears, that this war, be- 
ing the appointed punishment for the heinous sin of 
the Jews in killing the Messiah, was, jn an especial 
manner, Jirmly decided upon, or irrevocably prede^ 
termined, in the divine counsels. Heaven and earth 
might have sooner passed away, than the words of 
Christ. The days of vengeance were absolutely 
doomed to come, in order that all things which had 
been written might be fulfilled 1. 

* Lukexxi. 20—24, 28—33. Comp. Matt, xxiv.34. 
t •* Let the Jews," say» Abp. Tillotson, '* give ub any pro-. 
^^ bablc account, for what great sin it was that God first gave 

*' thein 
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' It is a remarkable circumstance, that Josephus 
the Jew, and Titus the Roman, alike bear their 
teatimony to the propriety of the epithet which Da** 
niel bestows upon this wan Josephus was so struck 
with the tremendous calamities which befell his 
cotmtrymen, that he sometimes ascribes them to the 
lat^l influence of some irreversible decree, and at 
other, times to the particular overruling Providence 
of God, " They were blinded," says he, " by that 
" fatCy which was impending over their city and 
** themselves * — The vast multitude (in Jerasalem) 
** was collected together from without ; for the 
^' whole ^nation was by fate shut up as in a 
^^ prison, the war having beleaguered the city 
^ when it was crouded with men : wherefore tho 
^^ multitude of the slain exceeded any calamity wbe-<- 
" ther inflicted by human or divine agency f-—' 

» 

^ tbem up to that great judgment of an industrious Endeavour 
^< to destroy one another/ If they cannot, let them believe tho 
ft* account which the history of the New Testament gires of it ; 
*' and the truth whereof was so well confirmed by the fulfilling 

* our Saviour^spredictions against them. The Apostle gives a 

* ckar account of their sin in 1 Thess. ii. 15, l6. Tkut it wot 
** because they had killed the hord Jesm and their <m» prophcU^ 
*♦ and 'persecuted the Apostles*' Sermons. Vol. xii. p. 35. 

Joseph, de bell. Jud. lib. v. cap. xiii, § 7, p. 1255. 
-f ibid. lib. vi. Cap. 9. § 4^ p. 12gi. ^ Hi* expression in this 

t ; ^* Heqct 
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^^ I|ett09 we may l^ni both the power of God wet 
^' the wicked, and the fortune pf the Romans *•" 
So again, addressii:)^. himself to <John and his coun* 
try men, he exclajmSi ^^ I am exhorting you in oppo* 
-f sition tofote, I am forcibly attempting to save 
f^ those who are condemned by God. Who is ignOf 
^^ rant of tibte writings of our ancient prophets ? Who 
^^ knows not, that «m oracle is nozp impending over 
** thisi. wretched city? God truly, Gad himself^ 
brings »by the agency of the Romans expiatory 
fire to consuipe your temple, and is on the point 
^* of subverting your city fuir of so many abomina* 
^^ tions f /' In a similar manner he elsewhere de*- 
plares, that ^^ itwas God, who had condemned the 
^^ whole people, and who was turning to their de^f 
^ $tructipn every atten^>t to sg^ve them :{;." As for 
7ittt6, pagan as he was, when he viewed the im« 
mense sti^nigth of the fortifications after the city 
was taken, he could not refrain from exclaiming 
^* We have fought toith God on our side; .ipid it is 
'^ Godi who hath dragged the Jews out of these 
^^ strong holds ; for what could either th^ hai[ids <^ 
^' men or warlike machine^i do Bgs^^ . those 
^^ towevf^f^^ And, s^s if a single ekclamation were in^ 

^ Joseph, dc bell. Jud. lib. yi, cap. 8* 4 ^' P' 19^^ • 
t Ibid. lib. vi. cap, 2. $ 1. p* 1267% 
1 Ibid. lib. V. cap. 13. § i. p. 1255« 
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dufficient to describe the impresaion tande upon his 
mind, he continued, as we are informed by the his- 
torian, to converse repeatedly with his fri^ids on the 
same subject*/ 

V. YfiT HE SHALL MAKE FIRM A COVE^TAKT 
WITH MANT FOR ONE WEEK. 

Daniel had brought us to the end of the Axty 
nine weeks^ when the mention of Messiah's divorc- 
ing the city and sanctuary at that time mtfuraUy led 
him to accoimt for the circumstance, on the Kore of 
the extreme corruption and wickedness of the peo^ 
pie; and the specification of their corruption no less 
naturally carried him on to predict their ptmish^ - 
ment. As yet however he has left unnoticed the 
last week of the seventy: He now therefore, for the 
purpose of shewing us how the seventieth week 
would be employed, returns to the end of Me siriy 
nine weeksy from which the mention of .the divorce 
had led him to make an anticipatory digression. We 
might indeed already have concluded, tbat^this 
Meek would be devoted to the ministry of the Gos- 
pel : for, since the sixty nine weeks bring us uttto the 
Messiah by which expression (as it has been shewn) 
we must understand tunto the co^nmencement of the 
Gospel ministry^ and since the events with which 
the seventy weeks expire synchronize with the cruci- 

♦ Joseph, dc bell, Jud. Ill , vi, cap. p. § I. p. l^pO. 
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fixion ; the kui week must nec^issarily be the period 
#f ow Lord's ministration, either in his own person, 
er in that of his precursor John the Baptist. But 
we are now specially informed^ that such is the case. 
Though the Messiah should, at the end of the 
^ixty nine weeks ^ .begin to cut off from him by 
divorce «both the city aiul the sanctuary ; yet should 
he nevertheless make firm a covenant, even 
the Chrbtian covenant of grace, with many for one 
week. 

. The making of this new covenant was the conse- 
quence of disannulling the former covenant with the 
Leyitieal Church. Hence there is a peculiar pro^ 
priety in mentioning it at the very time, when the 
prophet was so awfully proving, by the judgments 
which should befall the Jewish nation^ that their 
covenant with God existed no longer. Thrice in 
the year, at the three gmt festivals of the PassovoF) 
tiie Feast of weeks or Pentecost, and the Feast of 
t)y tabernacles or in-gathering, all the males were 
required by the Law to appear before God at Jeru«> 
;salenL Such a concourse to tl^e capital would ne- 
cessarily leave the frontiers and every fortified place 
wholly unguarded : under any form of government 
therefore, except a theocracy, this injunction would 
have been the very height of impolitic madness. But 
their divine king bound himself by covenant to 

guard 
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guard them open these occasions, by f a&Ing nmty 
from their neighbours even the very desire of in* 
vading them. ** The feast of unleavened bread 
^^ sfaalt thou keep : seven days thou shalt eat un^ 
' ' leavened bread, as I commanded thee^ in th(& time 
** of the month Abib ; for in the month Abib thoU 
^ camest out from Egypt— *In earing time and lA 
^' harvest thou shalt rest* And thou shalt 'Observe 
^^ the feast of weelcs of the first fruits of wheat-hari 
" vest, and the feast of ingathering at the year's end-. 
" Thrice in the year shall all your males appeal 
** before the Lord God, the God of Israel. F6r I 
** will cast out the nations before thee, and enlarge 
** thy borders: neither shall any man dtnre tky 
•* landy when thou shalt go up to appear before ikt 
*' Lord thy Gbdy thrice in the year. ♦." Mow it is a 
remarkable circumstance, that the siege of Jerusa*- 
lem commenced at the time erf" one of their great fes- 
tivals, that of the Passover, when the whole multi* 
tude of the people were gathered together into the 
city to celebrate it. Hitherto God, agreeably to 
his covenant, had protected them j but now, as if to 
ghew the complete disannulling of the covenant, he 
brought their enemies upon them at the very time 
when they esteemed themselves peculiarly under 

* ExQd. xxxiv. \t, 21>^24. S«e also Dcufer. xvi. 
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the divine protection. Whatever might bdall 
them at other times, in the, days of. each of theit 
great festivals they considered themselves as per- 
fectly secure, because God hietd covenanted that 
they should be so *. When one of these very festi- 
vals therefore was selected as the era of the com- 
mencement of their destruction, they were by tfad.t 
circumstance completely ensnared to their roinl; 
they were, as Josephus remarlcably expresses: it, 
^ cooped up in their city, as in a prisoii, by. the in- 
?* vincible decree of fate." 

Besides this unequivocal demonstration that:the 
cova[iant with the Levitical Church was disan** 
nulled, it is worthy of notice that more than one cir- 
cumstance occurred both during the siege and pre- 
vious to it which seem to have been ordained to ititi- 
ukate that such was now the case. ^^ About four 
5* years before the war broke out,*' says Josepbus, 
^* while the city was yet enjoying peace and plenty, 
^^ . one Jesus the son of Ananus^ a rustic of low rSnIc, 

• This persuasion appears very' strongly in thespeecli which 
loiin addressed to Josephus, when the latter had been persuadt- 
iag the infintaated Jews to spare tbeir country. *' They had 
<^ no reason,'^ he observed, ^^ to fear destruction, inasmuch 
^* as Jerusalem was the city of Ged." Joseph de bell. Jud. 
lib. vi« cap. 12. $ 1. p. 1267m 

" coming 
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^' cotuing to the festival ia which it was the custom 
^* for all to pitch tabernacles near the temple in ho-i 
" nour of God, suddenly began to exclaim, A 
" voice from the east, a voice from the west^ a voice 
^* from the four winds, a voice against Jerusalem 
^^ and the temple, a voice dgainst bride-groofns and 
<^ irides^ a voice against the whole people. Such 
'^ was his cry, night and day, through all the streets 
** of the city. S6me however of the leading men, 
f^ indignant at this ill-omened language, appre*' 
^^ hended him and punished him with many stripes* 
" But he, neither saying any thing in his own behalf, 
^- nor privately supplicating those who scourged 
^^ hiui^ continued to utter the same exclamations 
** that^he had done before. Wherefore the magis- 
" trates, think^^ as was truly the case, that the man 
^ must be under the influence of some divine im? 
** pulse, brought him before the. Roman governor ; 
** wh$re, although scourged to the very bones, he 
*' neither made any supplication, nor shed a.single 
" te^r ; but, as much as his strength permitted faim» 
" he still at every stroke cried out in a lamentable 
voice, Woe, wpe, to Jerusalem^ But, when Albi- 
nus (for he was at that time the governor) asked 
** him, who he was, and whence he came, and why 
he uttered such exclamations ; to all these ques- 
tions he gave no answer, ceasing not to denounce 
^* the same miseries against the city, until Albinus 
4 ^* was 
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" was constrained to discharge him 6n the supposi^ 
tion of madness. Henceforth, trntil the time oif 
the war, be neither visited any of the citizens, nor 
^Va^ known to utter a word except' his daily im- 
precation of JVoey wot J tb Jerusalem: He neither 
" dursed those who were wont to beat hhri cvery^ 
" day, nor did he testify any thankfulness to those 
" who gave him food ; but he had One answer of 
" direful import prepared alike for alL He waf 
the most vociferous at the festivals: and,^ though 
he went oa in this mannner seveo years and five 
months, he neither became hoarse, nof appeared 
to suffer any fatigue, until at length, having be- 
held the verification of his presages in the invest- 
ment of the eity^ he ceased. Fory circuiting the 
walls, he cried out with a loud voice, Woey woe^ 
to the city J and to the temple, and to the people : 
*' and, when at length he added, JVoe likewise to my- 
" self^ a stone, that was projected from one of the 
" machines^ struck him,.aud immediately killed him; 
" insomuch that he died, while in the very act of 
" uttering his wonted ominous exclamations *." 
The same historian mentions another yet more ter- 
rific circumstance, which he assert* to have taken 
place not long before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
" At the feast of Pentecost," says he, " as the priests 

* Joseph, de bel]. Jud. lib. vi.cap. 5. § 3. p. 128!?. 
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" were going in the night to officiate in the inner 
*' temple according to custom, they heard at first ft 
** kind of confused murmur, and after that a loud 
" and distinct voice as of a multitude exclaiming, 
" Let us depart hence*.'' Much the same account 
4s given by the Roman historian Tacitus. " The 
temple," says he, " was illuminated with a fire 
from the clouds : its doors suddenly flew open : 
" and a voice greater than human was heard, The 
^ gods are depart'mg. At the same time a tremen- 
" dous noise was heard while they w^ere issuing 
'* forth f." From these various circumstances it 
was pot unnatural for the Jews thenaselves to sus- 
pect that the God of their fathers had forsaken them, 
and to forebode their approaching fate. Josephus 
has preserved his own remarkable oration to his 
countrymen, previous to the completion of the dread- 
ful calamities that befell them. " You have not 
*' omitted to indulge in secret sins, such as thefts, 
^' stratagems, and adulteries ; hut you ave efnulous ia 
" the commission of rapine and murder, Rud glory in 
" the invention of new modes of wickedness. The 
"» temple is become the receptacle of all abomina* 
*' tions ; and the sacred place, which the very Ro- 
*' mans revere at an awful distance, is polluted by 

♦ Joseph, de bell. Jud. lib. vi. cap. 5. § 3» p. 1282. 
I Tacit. Hist. I. v. c. Ur 
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the hands of native citizens — 'When the Babyld* 
nian of oki waged war iagainst your ancestors^ and 
took and burned both the city and the temple, I 
do not believe that their impieties were in any de- 
gree equal to yours: so that I think, that God 
hath withdrawn himself from his holy places, and 
hath ranged himself on the side of yowr enemies* 
Even a good man shuns the house of the wicked, 
and hates those who dwell in it : c^n you then per- 
suade God to dwell in the midst of your iniqui- 
ties ; God, whose eyes behold every thing that ia 
hidden, and whose ears listen to things transacted 
witli the most impenetrable secrecy and in thef 
deepest silence * ?'^ 
The remark was just While the Messiah ^ya9 
divorcing the Levitical Church, he was making firm 
with many a new and better covenant. While he 
was rejecting his ancient people on accoupt of their 
obstinate rejection of him, he was building up a new 
holy city to occupy the place of the former one. 
The truth pf this the Jews themselves were com- 
pelled unwarily to confess* " There was a certain 
" householder, which planted a vineyard, and 
" hedged it about, and digged a wine-press in it^ 
and built a tower, and let it out to husbandmen, 
and went into a far country. And, when the 

» Joseph, de bell. Jud. lib. v, cap, 9, § 4. p. 1243, 1244. 
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*' time of the fruit drew near, he sent his servants 
" to the husbandmen that they might receive the 
** fruit of it. And the husbandmen took his ser- 
" vantSy and beat one, and killed another, and 
" Stoned another. Again he sent other servants 
^^ more than the first ; and they did unto tliem like- 
*' wise. But last of all he sent unto them his son, 
saying, They will reverence my son. But, when 
the husbandmen saw the son, they said among 
themselves, This is the heir ; come, let us kill 
him, and let us seize on his inheritance. And they 
caught him, and cast him out of the vineyard, and 
*• slew him. When the Lord therefore of the vine- 
*' yard cometh, what will he do unto those hus^ 
bandmen ? They say unto him, He will misera- 
bly destroy those picked men, and will let out 
his vineyard unto other husbandmen, which shall 
^' render him the fruits in their seasons. Jesus 
** saith unto them, Did ye never read in the Scrip- 
" tures, Tlie stone which the builders rejected, the 
*' same is become the head of the corner: this is the 
'* Lord's doing, and it is marvellous in our ^yes? 
" Therefore I say unto you, the kingdom of God 
" shall be taken from you, and given to a naticm 
" bringing forth the fruits thereof And, whoso- 
*^ ever shall fall on this stone, shall be broken: btrt, 
" on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him to 
" powder*." 

• Matt, xu 33— *44. See also Roro. x. xl. 
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Vr. And iis^HALFA week he shall cause 

THE SACRIFICE AND MEAT-0FF?:RING TO CEASE 

(for upon the border shall be the abomina- 
tion THAT MAKETH DESQLATe), EVEN UNTIL ABJ 
UTTER END, AND THAT FIRMLY DECIDED UPON, 
SHAH. BE POURED UPON THE DESOLATQR, 

1. The last part of the prophecy now only re^ 
mains to be explained* We have seen, that the se- 
V€7iti/ weeks expire with the death of Christ ; conse^ 
quently they expire long before the siege of Jerusa- 
leni. To this great crisis of the Jewish nation Da/- 
niel has already been hurried forward by his subject 
proleptically. He now, after having taught us what 
was. to take place in the seventieth week^ returns to 
'it; and specifies more particularly the abolition of 
die temple semce^ and the nature of the power by 
whith (as an instrument in the hand of the Mesr 
siah) it should bo abolished. He teadies us, that 
the sacrifice and njeat-offering should be be caused 
to cease in half a weeky and assignis as a cause of it 
Jhe appearance vf the desolating abomimtim upon 
the border, 

(I.) The great errpr in Dr, Prideauxs scheme is 
his considering this halfioeekj in which the sacrifice 
and meet-offering were to be abolished, as the latter 
half of the last zv^ek of the seventy : whence, rightly 
judging that the seventy zeeeks must necessarily be 
^steeipe4 cgatinuouSi h^ i3 compelled to separate 

the 
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the abolition of the sacrifice from the appearance of 
the desolating abominatiofiy and to place it in the se- 
ventieth week, supposing it to m^an the spiritual 
abolition of the Levitical sacrifices by the one great 
sacrifice of Christ. But, without mentioning minor 
objections, the very arrangement itself is hampered 
M ith difficulties which can never be overcome* The 
ftbolition of the sacrifice musty according to the only 
iiatural exposition of the context, go far synchronize 
with the appearance of the desolating abomination 
upon the border, as the thing that is effected syn- 
chronizes with the thing that instrumentally effects 
it*. The appearance however of the desolating 
-abomination is by our Lord himself fixed to the in- 
vestment of Jerusalem by the Roman armies: and 
it was so invested, first by Cestius, who pi*ecipitately 
and unaccountably (on human prmciples of action) 
withdrew his troops and thus afforded the Chris- 
tians an opportunity of escaping ; and secondly by 
Titus, who destroyed it'. Therefore the abolition of 
th^ sacrifice and meat -oj^er in g must be the abolition 
of the literal temple service, which occurred not 
.maqy days before Titus stormed and sacked the 
city. Hence it will follow, since the seventy weeks 
are continuous, and since the last a^eeAr expires with 
the crucifixion as being the last week of the se- 

♦ According to the I2th ?^bstract position. 
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venty^y that the halfweek^ in which the Levitical 
sacrifices were abolished, cannot possibly be the lat- 
ter half of the last week of the seventy in the course 
^f whkif the Messiah makes firm his covenant with 
many, but must be an altogether different and dis" 
tinct period, tliough similarly consisting of three 
years and a half. Nor indeed are we any way ob- 
liged to suppose the identity of this half week and 
the last half of the seventieth week, notwithstanding 
many commentators do suppose it Judging a 
priori^ we either may, or may not, conclude them to 
be the same. The continuity of /Ae seventy zveeks is 
equally preserved in either case. But the manner, 
in whidi the abolition of the sacrifice is connected 
with the ^ appearance of the desolating abomination^ 
plainly shews, that two entirely distinct periods are 
spoken of, the owe considerably posterior to and dis- 
joined from the other. According to our common 
English translation indeed, one and the sainc period 
only can be spoken of in both places, because it ren- 
ders the original " in the midst of the week," thus 
referring us back to the seventieth week : hut tlie 
original itself may as properly be understood to say 
" in the midst" or rather " in half of a week." 
Hence Sir Isaac Newton, like myself, renders the 
passage " in half a week;" and, however repreheusi- 

• According to the 6th and 2d abstract positions 
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fHe his scheme may be in other points, justlj siipr 
poses, that thi§ half week is not the half of ^ the prcr 
Diously Tuentioned weekyhuX that it is an entirely disr 
tinct portion of time. The same opinion is also . 
maintained by Scaliger and Mode, the latter of \ybom 
(Similarly translates the passage " in half ^5 week*.^' 
(2.) The express character of this insulated half 
xveek is, that it should bring abdut the abolition of 
the sacrijice and meat-offering by the instrumentality 
qf the desolatr)ig abpmination. Hence, since it is 
the period destined to effect §uch abolition, it must 
expire when it has accomplished its office. Conse- 
quently, it must be the three years and a half im- 
•mediately preceding the abolition* And with this 
character we shall find that those three years and a 
half precisely accor^. Jerusalehi was taken, in the 
beginning of September A. D. 70; and, some little 
time before, dq the seventeenth day »of the month 
Pancnms which (according to Suidas) answers to the 

* I conceive, that I have a -riglit to adduce INIf. IMcdc, be- 
cause, ^.hhough he'supposcs the half week tcy In^ A'hM of thete^ 
'penticth vieeky he does nqf suppose it to be a half of the Jasf mtU" 

X\o\wA one week during which a covenant was to be confirmed 
.... , ^ » . • • ' 

with many. That o;5e weekhe conceives, however erroneously, 
to be the last week of the sixty two: yd his interpretation 
equally serves to prove my point, naracly that we are no way 
bound to esteem the half week as the half of the preceding OHt 
'firtk. See Mode's Works, b. iii. p. 7P6« 
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Juli) of the Romans, Titus was informed, as we are 
jtaught by Josephus, that the daily sacrifice wa^ dis^- 
continued fop want of pei-sons Ix) attend it *. * Tlie 
subsequent destruction of the temple puf an effec- 
tual end to it: because, since it was illegal to offer 
it in any place except that, it never could be reriewed 
unless the temple were previously rebuilt. NbU^, if 
'we i-eckon belck three years and a half from th^ aii- 
tumn of A. D. 70, we shall be brought to the spring 
of A, D, 67 : ^or (should we wish to make our cai- 
culg,tion wit}) more minute precision), if we peckoa 
back thref5 years and a half from the seventeenth 
«<lay of Panemus op July A. Dl 70, we shall be 
'brought to the seventeenth day of January A. D. 
67... Accordingly, at tl)is'yerY time the war, which 
produced the abolition of the daily sq,crifice and thje 
jde&truqtiqn of the city, coi»mejnijced. lu the 12t^ 
year of Nero A. D. 66, Cestius. invested Jerusalem ; 
-but, instead of prosecdtitig the' siege, he suddenly 
raided itl . The tlhristians bad to make their escape 
agreeably ^tp the warning. p.^tKeih Lord, and thefat^ 
half week hoA uot yetcomoDenejed: therefore the at- 
tempt proved abortive, and the afikirs <if the Ro- 
mans in Judfea seemed to be in a 'desperate state. 
Such, to the no small consternation pf Nero, was 
^le posture of things at -the* bieginning of the 67th 

• t Josppl:, de bell, Jucl. lib. vi. cap. 2. § !• p. l26Cm 
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year of the Christian era. At this time he appoint- 
ed Vespasian to take the command against the Jews : 
and the war was renewed (according to Sir Isaac 
Newton) in the spring of the year, or rather (as we 
may collect from Josephus) before the expiration oi 
the winter * ; that is to say, it was renewed about 
the middle or latter end of January. Here then 
commenced the half week destined to bring about 
the abolition of the sacrifice : and precisely at the 
end of it, the sacrifice, agreeably to the prophecy, 
was abolished f. 

* Vespasiatiy upon hh appointment to th^ commandy sends 
bis son from Achaia to AJexandria for the puipote lof bringing 
thence the fifth and tenth legions ; while, he himself, crossing 
the Hellespont, marches by land into Syria, Upon this Titus, 
"having reached Alexandria with greater rapidity than was usual 
in winter {^vrt^f m xeSm ^effnnf^ i^av), conducts 4be troops, on 
account of which be was sent, by forced ma'rchf s^ and joins bis 
father in a vHy short time {ha, «*«%«$) at Ptolemais. See Jo- 
seph de bell. Jud. lib. iii. cap. l..§ 3. cap. 4., $ 2* p. 1 J 18, 1 122. 
+ This part of the prophecy is thus explained by Sir Isaac 
Newton. " And in hiaJfir iteek he shall cUnse the sacrifice and 

' << oblation to cease ; that is^ l^y fhe War of tbe ^ooaans upon the 
** Jews : which war, after some commotions^ began in the 13th 
" year of Nero A. D. 67, .^n the Spring, when Vcspajsian with 
** an army invaded them ; and ehded in the 2d year of Vespa- 
** sian A. D: 70, in Autumn, Sept. 7, when Titus took the city, 

' ** baving burned the temple 27 days before : so that it lasted 
^ three yean and a half.*' Observ. on Daniel, c. 10. p. IS6. 
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% But it is said, that the prince that should aome^ 
or the Messiah, should cause the sacrifice and meat* 
offering to cease j and the manner y in which he 
should cause it to cease, is described as being by the 
appearance on the border of the abomination that 
piaketh desolate. The prophecy of our Lord, as de- 
livered by St Luke, teaches us to understand by 
this expression the investment of Jerusalem by the 
Roman annies *, a subject on which he elsewhere 
dwells with much vehemence of affection f : and he 
himself, in more than one of his parables, plainly in- 
forms us, tiiat the Romans were no more than in- 
struments in the hand of a great king to slay the 
murderers of his servants and to burn tlieir city J. 

3. Yet,/ though the Romans might be mere in- 
struments in the hand of the Messiah^ they under- 
took the work of destruction, not from aily zeal in 
the service of God, but to pfonOjOte tlieir own amb^ 
tious views of aggrandisement and conquest These 
desolators therefore are in tAeir turn destined to 
experience utter excision. It is well remarked, by 
Sir Isaac Newton, that " Daniel's prophecies reach 
*^ to tlie end of the world, and that there is> scarce a 
" prophecy in the Old Testament concerning Christ, 
'* which doth not in something or other relate to his 

♦ Luke x^i. 20. f L^te xix. 41—44. 

J Sec Malt, xxii; lr-^7-^M^i^ xii. ^Luke xx, l6. 
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^ second coming*." Hence, most probably with 
the design of making this prophecy homogeneous 
>vith all the other prophecies of Daniel, Irehfeus, 
Hippolytus, and Apollinariiis, interpreted the half 
week as relating to the times of Antichrist, and sup* 
posed it tO'de&cribe tjie s^me period as thethreethnes 
end a half making each day equivalent td a time. 
•However untenable this exposition may be, because . 
plainly irreconcileable with our Lord s fixing the de^ 
'solafing abomination to mean the Roman annies at , 
the siege qfjemml^^, the idea itself of extending 
the^resent prophecy beyond the Jewish war seems ' 
to nie to be perfectly jwst. 

The exterision, of ^Vhich I speak, will be found fci 
the 4^st clause of the prediction. Thri nieahing of this 
clause has been greatly obscured, or (to speak more 
-properly) altogether peWei-ted, by translating the 
word pOltJ^ passively thi? desolated and applying it 
'to f fie Je^^r instead of translating it actively tkede- 
^Boidt&r Bind Applying it to the Romans. Twice else- 
Where, as I have alrefady observed,^ Daniel uses this 
^pmvticiplei'iafad in both places in an active ^ens6: in 
thfe* same- 'sense I thihk it siiffteienfly manifest that 
Aetases it here ateo. He had previously foretbld, that 
thei*e should be desolations unto the ehd of*tlie 
war. It is therefore sotu^what tautological, and a 

' ♦ Obsefv. on Dan. ex. p. 132* " 

JPrt 
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sort of repetition, to say afterwards, an utter oxd 
^hall be poured upon the desolated. There is how* 
erer a much more serious objection than this to the 
common interpretation. If the word CDDlti^ be . 
translated the desolated^ and if it be understood of 
the /ert'jr,the prophecy has never been fulfilled: and, 
what is more, consistently with another prophecy, it 
never can be fulfilled. According to the usual pas* 
sive translation of DDIjy, the clause runs until a full 
end shall be poured upon the desolated, that is, upon 
the desolated Jews : and ^xsfull end has been sup- 
posed to have been poured out upon them either in 
the days of Titus at the conclusion of the war of 
seven years, or at least in the days of Adriian when 
they were completely broken as a nation. But .re- 
specting all such interpretations it may be observed, 
that a full end has not been poured out upon the 
Jews. They still subsist as a distinct people, though 
scattered over the face of the whole e^rth; and thus 
fulfil the prophecy of Jeremiah, " i'ear thou hot, O 
" Jacob my servant, saith the Lord, for I am with 
^^ thee: for I will make a full end of all the nations 
" whither I have driven thee ; but I will not make a 
" full end of thee, but correct thee in measure ; yet 
" will I not leave thee wholly unpuniahed*." The 

v/ord, 

• Jcrcm. xlvi. 28. The same prophet elsewh'cre strongly 
testifies, " Th us saith the Lord, which givcth the sun tor a light 

'* by 
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word, here use (t by Jeremiah to express a fall end^ 19 
exactly the same as that, which Daniel uses to de- 
scribe Me utter en^that was to be poured out: the 
substantive H^D is alike employed by both pro- 
phets, and evidently in the same sense. If then a 
full end is to be made of the nations among which 
tlie Jews are dispersed, and if a full end is not to be 
made of the Jews themselves : it is plain, that the 
full tndj which Daniel speaks of as being poured 
out, cannot, consistently with the prediction of Je- 
remiah, be poured out upon the Jews, but must be 
poured out upon the nations among which they 
are dispersed. Yet, if DDIB^ be passively trans- 
lated tfie desolated, none hut the Jews i^dn be intend- 
ed. Hence it necessarily follows, that it must be 
actively translated the desolator ; and must be un- 
derstood of that Roman pimer, whose armies had 
just before been described under the appellation of 
a desolating abomi?iatio?i, and through whose territo- 
ries the greatest part of the Jews properly so called 
is scattered. 

The clause, when thus rendered, concludes with 
a word of eomfort, and a promise of final reconcilia* 

'< by day and the ordinances of the moon and tbe stars for a 
*^ light by night, which divideth the sea when the waves thcre- 
*^ of roar ; the Lord of hosts is his name : If those ordinances 
^ depart from before me, saith the Lord, then the seed of 
** Israel shall also cease from being a nation before mc for 
*f ever," Jercm. xxxi. 35, 36^ 
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tioir, to the afflicted Levitical Church, the divorced 
consort of the Messiah, The sacrifice and meat^^ 
offering are indeed to be abolished at the close of 
hay^ a prophetic week reckoned from the commence* 
ment of a peculiarly devastating war, for the abomi- 
nation that maketh desolate is to be upon the border. 
Yet things are so to continue only for an appointed 
Season, only until an utter end shall be poured out 
upon the desolator. When the set time of that aw- 
ful judgment shall be past, then shall the sacrifices 
be restored in a far nobler sense than they had ever 
before been established. The converted Jews, 
brought back to their own country, shall acknow- 
ledge Je'sus as the Messiah ; shall be again owned 
by him as his consort; and shall celebrate, where 
they heretofore celebrated the typical sacrifices of 
the Law, the commemorative eucharistic sacrifice of 
the Gospel in spirit and in truth. Thus it appears, 
that, even in the very midst of predicting the deso- 
lations of Judah at the time of the first advent, this 
wonderful prophecy looks forward to a day of retri- 
bution on the desolator and to the final conversion 
and restoration of God's ancient people *• 

(1.) Such an interpretation of the prophecy is re- 
commended by various consideration^* 

* Bp« Lloyd, like myself, t^nslates ooitt^ the desolator ; and 
lupposes the clause to contain fi prediction of the future ven^ 
^eauce of God upon the Ronuin empire under its last bead. 

- It 
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It is absolutely necessary, as we have just seen, to 
reconcile the prediction of Daniel with the pre- 
diction of Jeremiah. Other expositions s^ them 
completely at varance: this makes them perfectly 
harmonize together. 

It exhibits Daniel in unison both with himself 
and with all the other ancient prophets who treat of 
the restoration of the Jews. He elsewhere assigns 
the poriod of three times and a half^ or 1260 
years', to the duration of the Roman power under 
the Papacy in its last or broken form; and de- 
clares, that the scatterings of God's ancient people 
should be finished at the end of these same three 
times and a halfy during a period of unexampled 
trouble, and synch ronically with the overthrow of 
the wilful tyrant who was destined to identify him- 
self with the last head of the Roman beast*. 
The final destruction of the Roman empire therefore 
is contemporaneous with the conversion and resto- 
ration of the Jews. Exactly similar to this is the 
language held by the other ancient prophets. They 
uniformly represent the restoration of Judah as syn- 
chronizing with the overthrow of a mighty confede- 
racy of God's enemies, which, w« are taught by St. 
John in the Apocalypse^ will be composed of the 

♦ Dan. yii. 25. xii. 6, 7t 1- xi. 45. But sec my Disserta* 
tions on the 1260 years, ainl on the rcstoradou of the Je^s. 
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Roman beast under his last head; the false {)dpaT 
' prophet, and the vassal kings of the whole Ecu)nenh 
or Bestial empire. Henee the Jewish Rabbies (and 
with great justice) have constantly pronounced, that 
the downfall of Rome would be the rise of Israel *• 
In short, as Hosea assures us, that the '' children 
" of Israel should tarry many days, without king, 
•* and without • ruler, and without sacrifice^ and 
*' without statue, and without ephod and teraphim i 
^* end should afteinvards return, and seek Jehovah 
*' their God and David their king, and should adore 
** Jehovah and his goodness, in the futurity of 
" daysf :** so does Daniel here predict, that^ 
through the instrumentality of the desolating abomi- 
nation, tke'^acrifice should indeed be abolished ; but 
tiialt It should only continue to be so, until a full 
end should be poured out upon the desolator. 

It is the very, interpretation of the passage, un- 
less I greatly mistake, which is given by our Lord 
himself. Part of his prophecy, as delivered by St. 
Luke, evidently appears to be a sort of paraphrastic 
cal exposition and application of the latter part of 
DanieVs prophecy. " When ye shall see Jerusa- 
** lem compassed with armies, then know that the 

* See these matters discussed at large in xtij work on tlie re^^ 
storation of the Jews« 
. t Hos. iii. 4. 
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^ deiolatiofi thereof is B]gh-*-]^6r these be the dayi 
^ of vengeance, that all things which are written 
^ may be fulfilled — For there shall be great distress 
^ in the land, and wrath upon this people. And 
^/ they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall 
V be led away captive into all nations, and Jerusalem 
** shfdi be trodden down of theGentiles,until thetimes 
*f of the Gentiles be fulfilled V Here we have a 
solemn denunciation of tkc destructitm of Jerusa^ 
km by the R0mam; a reference to theprevwtt^ ie^ 
ehratUmof former prophets^ particulftrly I>arkl, 
%a we are expressly informed both by St Matthew 
^nd St. Mark ; a predicti(^ oithe scattering iff the 
Jews among all nations^ and the treading ofjemsa* 
km under foot f which necessarily involjire the aboU^ 
^on of the temple service ; and a pronfuse, that ma^ 
ters should not always remaia in this states but only, 
unto a certain appointed tim^^ until the timt9 of the 
Gentiles should befulfifiei^ the expiration of whkbi 
times is universally allowed to synchronize with the 
expiration of the three times and a half . Now, ac<* 
cording to the interpretation here proposed, our 
Lord's prophecy exactly corresponds with that of 
Daniel, to which hie refers : but, according to any 
other interpretation, it does not correspond with it 
|n place of the compassing of Jerusalem with armieSf 

R 

* Luke xxi. 20, 22, 23, 24. 
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iv6 )iM6 the appearance of the deiolafing abUHhut^ 
tion an the border. In place of the great distress 
throughoia the land and the falling of the people bjf 
the edge of the swords we have desolations unto tht 
end of a predetermined war and theend of the people 
tpith a flood* In place of the scattering of the Jttoi 
among all nations and the treading of Jerusalem un^^ 
der foot by the Gentiles^ we have the abolition of 
the sacrifice and meat-offering. And, m place of thtf 
predicted period of desolation, until the times of 
the Gentiles befuljilledf we have a similarly pre*' 
dieted' period of desolation, which is destined^ toeoa^ 
tinae ufHil an utter end shall be poured upon fhede-^ 
iolator. So accurate a correspondence between the 
jHTophecy of our Lord and the prophecy of Daniel^ 
provided the present exposition be adopted, ceN 
tainly gives us reason to suppose, that the last clause 
in the prediction of the Jewish prophet was under- 
stood by Christ in the sense in which I contend it 
ought to be understood. 

Lastly, this interpretation su^iently removes^ 
certain objections (buih on the connection of the pro- 
phecy with Daniers previous supplication) to the 
general opinion which has been entertained rdative 
to the seventy weeksj however commentators majf^ 
vary in subordinate points* 

It has been urged, that the prophecy, having beea 
delivered to Daniel in answer to his prayer and by 

c Q S way 
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way of consolation to him, might be expected td 
contain matter of a favourable nature, whereas it 
concludes with the most tremendous threats of utter 
desolation *. 

. This, objection is not altogether without lyeiglit ; 
buty by the interpretation here proposed^ it seems to 
me to be in a great measure removed. As com* 
ibrtable an answer to Daniel s petition is given, as 
could be given consistently with the truth. The 
'Jewish polity, both ecclesiastical and civil, wa& 
broken by the Babylonian captivity. In the pro* 
phecy, a promise of its speedy restoration is held 
put, and the coming of the Messiah is definitively 
annomiiced by the actual spQcificatien of a term of 
years. Both these particulars are comfortable in 
themselves : an4> if the l^ter did not eventually pro- 
due^ comfort to the people of the prophet, the fault 
was their own; but the circumstance could not 
therefore be dissembled. Th^r rejection of the 
Messiah brought on their de^uistion. This, doubtr 
less is not comfortable. intelligence: yet, that it con* 
stitutes a part; of the prophecy^ . we^ have been expli- 
citly taught on the highest possible authority, that of 
Christ hipself. Neyertlieless^ though the abomina- 
tion of desolation should appear on their border, 
tfiough their polity was to be a second time dissolv- 

^ . • Dr. Bl^yney'^s Disserl. p. 5^. 

ed« 






( 38d ) 

ccl, and though the daily sacrifices of the -temple serr 
i^ice were to be abolished ; yet this state of things wa^ 
not to continue for ever ; it was only to renaain for a 
certain defined period, already treated of in a former 
prediction of Daniel ; it was only to be *' until an 
utter end, and that firmly decided upon, should 
be poured upon the desolator." Here the pro- 
phecy clones after a comfortable manner. Rejected 
and almost exterminated as the Jews should be, yet 
God would not make a full end of them, as he would 
of their enemies. In due time, at the close of the 
appointed term of 1260 years^ they should be re- 
stored and converted; their great enemy the Roman 
empire, that had made their country desolate, should, 
ill its last form, be utterly destroyed ; sacrifices, far 
better and more spiritual, than the* ancient Levitical 
sacrifices, should be offered up in Jerusalem ; and 
the latter end of the people should be better thapi 
their beginning. Thus it appears, that tfie sum of 
the prophecy is of a consolatory nature : and it may 
be added, that, even if it had been otherwise, it 
could not reasonably have been expected, that God 
should reverse the order of his decrees, or even 
wkhliold the foreknowledge of the afBictive part of 
them, merely on account of the piety of Daniel, 

But it has been further* urged, that, although we 
might not be bound to expect a comolatory revela- 
tion in answer to the prophet^s supplication, we 

might 
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might at \e^st expect thai tb^ revelation would be a 
feply to it. Now the supplication respects the re- 
^t oration of the Jews from Babylon: therefore tlift 
natural answer to it would be the promise that they 
should ke speedily restored. But, according to the 
tisual interpretation, '^ the petitioner is informed oi 
^^ an event, very considerable indeed in itself, but 
** not much to the matter of his petition ; namely, 
^^ that the Messiah should be put to de^th for the 
^^ sins of mankind; and that, in consequence thereof, 
^* the city should after a while be desti'oyed, and the 
^' Jewish nation and religion be finally put on end 
" to*" 

It is obvious, that to the main part of this obj^c* 
lion the precedbg interpretation is not liable, be- 
cause it f xhibits the prophecy as foretelling neither 
the cutting off of the Messiah nor the fnal utter 
fxtermination of the Jewish peopk* And, with re- 
i^ep( to th^ reoiuiung part of it, the prophecy does 
contain m answer to Paniel's petition, though it 
likewi^ CQ{|tains much more. Since the period of 
the seventy weeks must plainly hp reckoned from the 
edict for rp^uHding the bply city, ^ promise of that 
reii$iiding and cqnsequently of the restoration of 
Judah is necessarily inydved : here therefore is an 
fin^Wf^r |o jDapiel's pfayer. Additional circun^ 

* Dr. Bbjncy^i^ pmfii. p. 1^ 
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stances are no doubt revealed : atid what then? our 
Lord himself teaches us that the prophecy contains: 
them*. 

(20 Yet 

^ Cornell OS a Lapide, though he uncterstands the last clause 
6f the prophecy, as it is erroneously translated in the Yalgate, 
lo mean unto the consummaiUm and the end the desolation shaU 
continue^ advances an opinion somewhat similar to myowp. Hei 
supposes it to he here predicted, that the desolation of the land 
of Jud^a will continue to the end of the world; and that Anti* 
Christ will then rebuild the temple, and there receive the ado* 
ration of the Jews of whom he will make himself king. I think 
him mistaken in eliciting such an opinion from the clause now 
under consideration, and likewise in his belief of a personal indi^ 
vidual Antichrist: but I am much inclined to suspect, that tho 
opinion itself^ though defective from its omitting to specify the 
final conversion of the whole Jewish nation after the overthrow^ 
and destruction of Antichrist, will in the meiin prove more true 
than the generality of protestanteq^ositors have bMi willing 
to allow. 

Mr. Mede, like myself, thinks tbat this prophecy reaches to 
the^nd of the 1^60 days: though, as it appears to me, he de« 
duces his opinion from a part of the prediction which does not' 
warrant it. He renders the last clause of the'dffth yerse wttQf 
ihe^ endfiftfiOT desolatimis are determmedj and makes the follow* 
ing comment upon H : ** until the end of the fourth kingdom 
1^ of the Gentiles, whose last period is. that time times and ka^ 
^< a tinte^ whereof it is said (Dan. vii. 21, 25.) that Antichristf 
**> the eyed and mouthed horn ahouid make war tdth the saints^ and 
*^ prevail against them; and they shaU be given into his hand until 
*^ a time and times and haffa time. Until the ^d of this wair. 

<* the 
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(2.) Yet it may be urged against this interpreta- 
timy that the clemse until an utttr end shall bepour^ 
edupon the desolatovy ought to be refen^ed to the im« 
mediately preceding clause upon the border shall be 
the abomination that maketh desolate^ which I have 
thrown into a parenthesis, and not to the iirst clause 
in the sentence he shall cause the sacrifice and meat^ 
offering to cease: that the abomination, as explained 
by cm Lord, has long ceased to be upon the border ; 
an4 tha); ai^ utter end has not even yet been poured 
upon the desolator, the Roman empire still subsist* 
ipg in its broken form as it is elsewhere predicted by 
Daniel : consequently, that the last clause ought to 
be rendered until an utter end shall be poured upon 
the desolated, and that the desolated ought to be un- 
derstood oitl}e Jewish nation. 

The force pf such an otyqction has been already, 
in a great measure, broken by the foregoing obser- 
vations : nevertheless it may be proper to give it a 
distinct answer. The last clause must be referred 
either to the one, or tq the other, of the two prece- 
ding clauses ; and the word tsDW mtist be trans- 
lated either actively the desplator, or passively the 

** the Jewish desolations arp determined/' Works. B. iii. p, 

He also dediices it, as I do, from the last clause of the 27th 
vitrse ; though he translates the clause itself and indeed the 
f»hole passage differently, and (I think) erroneously, 
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iesolated. Let n^ for a moment adopt the interpret 
tation proposed in tiie objection^ and observe the 
consequence of it. In this case it is foretold, that 
the Roman armies shouldnot depart from the Jewish 
harder y until an utter end should be poured upon th^ 
desolated Jervs. But, if this were foretold by tho 
prophecy, it has never come to pass ) for the Ro* 
man arnlies have long since been removed from tho 
border, and an utter end has not been poured out 
upon the Jewish nation, inasmuch as it still wonder-* 
fully subsists a distinct and separate people : nay 
more; Jeremiah, using the very word here employ* 
ed by Daniel, has positively xieclared, that an utter 
end never shall be poured out upon that nation. 
Hence it is evident, that Daniel could not mean to 
teach us, that the Romans should not leave Judha. 
until an utter end was poured upon the Jews. It 
will follow therefore, that tSOW ought not to be, 
rendered the desolated; because, if so rendered, it 
THUst relate to the Je^s. But, if it ought not to be 
rendered the desolated, it can only be rendered the 
desolator. And, if it be rendered the desolator, it 
ipust relate to the Romans. And, if it relate to the 
RxymanSy then the whole clause until ,an utter end 
shall be poured upon the desolator cannot be referred 
to the immediately preceding cause upon the border 
shall be the abomination that maketh desolate ; be<* 
cause the abomi^atioa has long greased to be upon 

the 
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the border, and an utter end is not even yet poured 
upon the Roman empire. Therefore finally the 
clause until an utter end shall be poured upon the de^ 
ioUftor must be referred to the first clause he shall 
tause the sacrifice and meat-offering to cease. Such 
accordingly is the manner in \vhich I have referred 
it ; and on this account I have thrown the middle 
clause upon the border shall be the abomnaiion that 
maksth desolate into a parenthesis for the salce of 
perspicuity, conceiving it to point out the instrument 
tal cause of the abolition of the temple sacrifices. 
- 4. Upon the utter end that is ta be poured upon 
the desolator Daniel bestows the same epithet, that 
be had already bestowed upon the Jewish war * : be 
styles \\jirmly decided upon. This I conceive him 
to do exactly in the same sense, as he had a little be- 
fore similarly designated the tear. As the tear was 
predetermined in the counsels of God, and expressly 
foretold by his holy prophets ; so likewise was the 
utter end destined to be poured upon the desolator^ 
T^ere is scarcely one of the ancient prophets, who 
does not predict ttf : Daniel himself represents it 
as being the close of that portentous tyranny, which 
€rod had permitted to be successively exercised by 
four great empires ; and describes i^ since the wilful 

• Vcr. 2ff. 
' t See my work •!! the restoration of the Jews, 

>ing 
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Icing Is now plainly identified with the last head of 
the Roman beast, i^ S3'ncbronizing witli the restou* 
tion oi the Jews ^ : while St. John, when ciosiag 
the canon of Scripture^ foretQlls it repeatedly witb 
a mo3t elaborate minuteness of detail f* The epi^ 
thet seems to have been twioe applied puiposdy^ 
and (as it were) antithetically. Though the end of 
the Jews (that is, their end as a body politic^ not as 
a nation) should be with a Hood^ and though desola^* 
tions should be unto the end of the y^hx firmly pre* 
determined: yet, notwithstanding the success of their 
enemy, \\\» eventual destruction was no less sure ; 
the utter end of the desolator was no less^rmljfprt^ 
determined than the war itself. 

VIL It may not be amiss, at the close of my m^ 
terpretation of tliis remarkable prophecy, briefly tB 
recapitulate what has been said in the form of a pa* 
raphrase. 

1 . Weeks seventy are the precise period upon thy 
people and upon thy hob/ city^ being the appointed 
{time of 490 years during which the mystical Jerusta* 
jem, the Levitical polity, should be accounted hcAj 
tinto God after its re-establishment. Within this 
period various important matters are to be accooH 

• Dan. ii. 35, 44, 45— vii. 9—14, 21, 22, 24— 27— xi. 45* 
xii. 1, 6, 7* 

f Rev. ^ii. i, }0. xvji. s^viii. sax, 
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plished ; and, since it is the appointed time for the 
^accomplishment of them all, its termination must 
be marked by the accomplishment of the chronolo- 
gically latest of them. It is appointed to cov^lete the 
€ipastasy of thy people ; for, bad as their former ido- 
latrous apostasies may have been, the sum of their 
wickedness must hereafter be completed by a yet 
blacker act of apostasy. It is appointed moreover 
to perfect the sin-offerings^ by the sacrificing of that 
great sin-offering of which all those under the Law 
were mere shadows. It is appointed also to make 
atonement for iniquity , to make that real reconcilia- 
tion between God and sinful man, of which the vari- 
ous legal atonements were only types. It is further 
appointed to cause the righteousness of the eternal 
ages to comcy that personal righteousness, the just 
One of God, the Shiloh whose coming is the theme 
of so many of the ancient prophets. It is appointed 
likewise to seal the vision and the prophety to authen- 
ticate both this vision and all the other visions de- 

" seriptive of the Saviour that should come, and to 
authenticate also the great prophet himself when ma- 
nifested in the fulness of time. It is lastly appointed 
to /anoint the Most Holy One^ to inaugurate with 
due solemnity the Saviour of mankind into his seve- 
jral offices of king, priest, and prophet. 

2. But know and understand, from the going 

forth of an edict to rebuild Jerusalem,' from the 

enacting 
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enaclirig of a dearee to reestablish the mystic holy 
(uty, the now broken Le:ntiGal polity^ in the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes which corresponds with the year 
424[6 of tbe Julian pariod, unto the Anointed One the 
^.ri^ei^f mjaU> his offidal coming in the first preach^ 
iDg- of the Gospel, shailbe weeks s&aen and weeh 
aLvty. and two, or ^ 483 years, the preaching of the 
Go&pel by John the Baf>tist comiaaencitig in the year 
4739 of the Julian period. As for the mystic holy 
cHy, it shall be rebuilt, mth perpetucd increase ant 
Jfr^ i/eefoim, the reestaMishment of the Levitical po- 
^ty being. carried on in spite of opposition' by the 
6rttiQ^as of those towhboL the task shall be commit- 
ted, eoen in the short space of the times^ in the 
^(^m<^^ seven weeks or 49 years, the last act of 
fieformilaofi taking place about the year 4305 of thd^ 
Julian p^iod^ 

. S. Andyafter the weeks sefoen and the weeks siTty 
a;ii//^ovaftertheexpi]jation ofthe483years When the 
preachifigpf the Gospel is to commence, the Amint- 
ed Om^iiodliCiittiffby divorce, so that they shall ief 
no more bis, b(Ah the dtyandthesanetuarj/. Comings 
unto his .9t^% he shall not be received^ by them y 
therefore shall he issue out a bill of divorce againsi 
bis my$tip f^sbrt the Levitical Church frcnti the 
very first of :hi6 oHnisteriaL coming ; though, willhig 
to give .her tkoe for repentance, he shall notimmedi« 
«tely r^^y i^ but shall suffer her still to be called 

the 
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CHAPTER Vlf. 

^n (^(minaiion of the objections which may be made 
to the preceding interpretation^^ 

» " ■ ■ '•' 

X He objections, which may he made to the prck 
ijeding Interpretation, have in a great measure been 
anticipated in the couf se of it : yet, for the sake of 
greater precision, it may tiot be useless or improper 
to give them a distinct consideration- 

I. The first objection,* which I shaill notice as be* 
ttig the most important^ is that which may be made 
to the mystic interpretation of Jermaleniy the ex- 
plaining the holy city, whenever it occurs in the 
course of the prophecy, to mean, not the literal town 
of Jerusalem^ but the Levitical polity ecclesiastical 
and civiL In this explanation I agree with Dr. 
Prideaux : but Dr. Blayney strongly remarks, that 
•* he can never be brought to acquiesce in it, whilst 
** a literal construction is admissible *•" 

This objection can only be made," either on the 
generd ground that such an explanation of the holy 

• Dissert, p. 37r 
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city is altogether iiiadmissible, or on ^e particular 
ground that it is inadmissible in the present instance. 
The first is not pretended to be the case : the se-' 
cond therefore must plamly be the basis of the ob-* 
jection in question. We have only therefore to 
inquire, how far sOch an irtterpretation is warrant- 
able in the case of thie prophecy of the seventy 
weeks. 

1. Were we to judge the matter abstractedHy, it 
would perhaps be difficult to assign any very satis- 
factory reason, why in this passage alo?2e a figura- 
tive interpretation should be absoliUely inadmissible : 
when in so many other passages, relating to the pa- 
rallel circumstance 6f thel reestablishment of Judah 
in -the last ages, the rebuilding of Jerusalem must 
necessarily be expliained in a figurative manner; 
aiid when we find James himself, in the case of 
least one prophecy, applying the imagery of r^» 
building the tabernacle of David which was fallen 
down to the establishment of the Christian Church 
^mong the Gentiles *. With these apparently pa- 
rallel 

♦ " Men and brethren, hearken unto me: Simeon hath de* 
*' dared, how God at the first did visit the Gentiles, to take 
** out of them a people for his name. And to this agree the 
" words of the prophets; as it is written, After thisi will re- 
** turn, and will build again the tabernacle of David which is 
•* fallen down ; and I will build again the ruins thereof, and 
^^ I will set it up : that the residue of men might seek after the 

D a ' '* JLord, 
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raJlel passages before us, it is, I say, difficult to con-' 
ceive, why it should be thought so very unnatural 
in Daniel to represent the ree^tablishnknt of the 
fallen Levitical polity under the same imagery. 

S. But, uulf ss I greatly mistake, a much more 
positive and decisive argument than this may be 
produced-*-It has been shewn, that the seventy weeks 
must look prospectively *. It has also been shewn, 
that, looking as they do prospectively y they must 
terminate with the chronologically latest of the cir- 
cumstances which are to be accomplished within 
their period f* And it has moreover been shewn, 
that the chronologically latest of those circumstances 
synchronize with the death of Christ %. Therefore 
the death of Christ must mark the termination of 
the seventy weeks — But, if the death of Christ mark 
the termination of the seventy weeks^ then 490 year* 
counted backward from that event must brines us ta 
^the granting^ of that edict to rebuild Jerusalem 
which Daniel specifies as the date of the seventy 
Weeks. Now 490 years counted backward from the 
crucifixion bring us, with the minute exactness evea 

*^ Lord, and all the Gentiles upon whom mj name i^ calkd, 

** saith the Lord, who doeth all these things/' Acts xt» 

13—17. 
* According to the 1st abstract position. 

f According to the 2il abstract position. 

J See Chap. vi. § ll ft. 
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of a monthi to the going forth of the decree in ttit 
seventh year of Artaxerxes. Therefore this decree 
must be the edict to rebuild Jeritsalem assigned by 
Daniel as the date of the seventy weeks^-^xA this 
decree enacts the reestablishment of the Leoitical 
poUtjf both civil and xcclesiastical^ and is wholly si- 
lent with respect to the rebtUlding of tke literal Je^ 
rtisakm. Therefore tlte Jerusalem^ which Daniel's 
prophecy speaks of as destined to be rebuilt in pur* 
suance of that edict, cahnot be the literal Jerusa^ 
km, but must be the Letdtical polity or the Jigura- 
five Jerusalem ; for no rel^uilding of any other Je* 
rusalem is mentioned in the edict. 

(1.) To this argument two corollaries may be 
added — ^As Daniel's three tUnes and a half are the 
times of the little horn, so by analogy hi? seventy 
weeks must be the times of the holy city. But, if 
by the holy city the literal Jerusalem be intended, 
its times, reckoning from the commencement of its 
rebuilding in pursuance of the edict of Cyrus to its 
destruction by Titus, were not merely seventy pro- 
phetic weeks or 490 years, but 605 years : whereas 
the times of the Levitical polity, from the beginning 
of its reestablishment under Ezra to its ceasing to 
be the holy city of God by completing its apostasy, 
are exactly 490 years. Therefore the Jerusalem of 
the present prophecy must be the figurative Jeru* 
Mlem. 

P d S (S.) Sq' 
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(3.) So a^ain : Messiah is said to divorce the ci^ 
and the sanctuary at the end of the sixtr^ nine weeks.' 
This city must be the same as the city thai is re- 
built. Btit the city divorced cannot be the inere 
town of Jerusakriij but must plainly be the^Jigura- 
five Jerusalem or the Levitical polity. Therefore^ 
the city that is rebuilt must b6 the fguraiive Je^. 
rusalem likewise. 

To this it may be objected, that I deduce an ar- 
gument from ray own particular interpretation of 
the passage : therefore, if the propriety of the in- 
terpretation be denied; the argument falls to tiiev 
ground. 

That such is the cai^e, I readily allow : but I 
maintain, that no other interpretation of the pas- 
sage is tenable-^Whatever be its precise meaning, 
it undoubtedly must relate to something that begins 
to take place exactly at the end of* the sixty nine 
weeks — Now it can only be translated Messiah shall 
cut of*, or Messiah shall be cut off'; acco**ding as' 
XT\y is esteemed the future of Kal or Niphdl — 
\\ cannot be translated Messiah shall be cut off^ 
U^cause Messiah was not put to death at the end 
of the siji'ty nim weeks^ but at theend of the seventy 
weeks; a position, which necessarily follows from 
Ae- crucifixion synchronizing with the cbrofiologi-^ 
tally latest of thp particulars diestined to be accom- 
plished within the period of the seventy weeks. Be- 

• sides, 
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u^iBBy sitice the slvty nine weeks bring us nnto the 
Messiah, they cannot likewise bring \xs unto his 
death ; becwse, in that csuse, no tioie will be al-> 
lowed for bis naififatry. Nor is tlife all. Those; 
whp adopt so incongruous an opinion) are still un-* 
ablq to make the crucifixion coincide with the expi- 
Fation of the sivty nine weeks, even after they have 
had recourse to the inadmissible mode of computa- 
lion by years of 360 days each — But, if the passage 
cannot be tianskted Messiah shall be cut off, it 
"paust be translated Messiah shall cut off—Koyv thias 
translation is capable of only two meanings^ cut- 
ting off by cvcision, or cuttihg off by divQrce-r-'Th^ 
expression, a3 it here occurs, cannot m^ain putting 
^ff by excis'wn: because, the Messiah did notfcy bis 
righteous, jjudgments dq^troy the Je^iiisb state at the 
^nd of the sixty nine weeks, the time assigned in the 
prophecy, hut several years after the expifatioit^even 
of the se^Jcnty weeks — ^Therefore it must mean cut-^ 
ting off by divorce — And, if it mean cutting off by 
(iiviorce, then the city so cut off must plainly, be a 
figurative, city. And, if the divojted city be a figu- 
rative city, then the city destined to be rebuilt, be^ 
ing evidently the same a» the divorced city, must 
be a figurative city likewise; and, by parity of rea- 
^ning, its rebuilding must be a figurative rebuild- 
ing- <! 

'II. Out 
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II. Out of this corollary a second objection may 
possibty arise-^The times of the Levitical polity, as 
]the holy city of God, are seoenty weeks: but, if tlie 
Levitical polity be divorced at the end of the sLviy 
nine weeksj then seventy weeks cannot oe said to be 
its precise peciod as the |;ioIy city, inasmuch as it 
would cease to be the holy city at the end of the 
^isty nine weeks, when it was divorced. 

I reply, that, since a divorce is a legal acti<m not 
tlioroughly effected until certain appointed forma- 
lities have been gone through, whenever the term is' 
used metaphorically in Scripture, we must suppose 
a close resemblance between the metaphorical di*» 
vorce and a literal legal divorce. Now, when a 
wife has committed adultery, a certain time must 
unavoidably elapse, between the first step which the 
injured husband takes to procure a divorce, and the 
final pronouncing of that divorce l;>y a court of law, 
80 far then as a complete separation from bed and 
board is considered, the husband divorces his adul- 
terous wife from the first moment that he commences 
a process against* her ; but, in the eye of the law 
she is stjfll his wife until the bill of divorce be duly 
executed, and the sentence of repudiation formally 
pronoupped^ Exactly in this mf!.nner | under- 
stand 

? The law of diyprce ^moijg the Jews plainly supposw, tliaf 
# f ef tain Uine yrp^W be occupied in preparing with due forroi^* 

lit? 
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Stand the Messiah's divorce of the Levitical church. 
He commenced his process against her from the first 

moment 

lity the proper instrument. '' When a man hf th taken a wife 
** and married her, and it come to pass that she find no favour 
^ in his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness in her ; 
** then let him write her a bill of divorcement, and give it in 
" her hand, and send her out of his house.'^ Deut. xxiv. 1. 

So accordingly in practice the Jews understood this law. 
*' To prevent the abuse which the Jewish men might make of 
<' this liberty of divorcing, the Rabbins appoint many forma-* 
** Itties, which consume ijnuch time, and give the married cou* 
** pie leisure to be reconciled. Where there is no hope of ac« 
(< commodation, a woman, a deaf man, or a notary, draws the 
'' letter of divorce. He writes it in the presence of one or 
** more Rabbins, on vellum ruled, containing only twelve Ihies, 
** in square letters : and abundance of little trifling particulars 
*' are observed, as well in the characters as in the manner o^ 
'< writing, and in the names and simames of the husband and 
<< wife. The substance of this letter, which they call Gheth^ 
'^ is as follows; In such 4 dajf^ month^ year^ and place, I N. 
«< divorce you vohmiarily. put you emay^ restore you to your /i« 
*' berty, even you N. what were heretofore my wife, and I permit 
^ you to marry whom you phase. The letter being written^ the 
*^ Rabbi examines the husband closely, in order to learn whe* 
** tbcr he is voluntarily inclined to do what he has done. 
** They endeavour to have at least ten persons present at this 
^* action, without reckoning, the two witnesses who sign, and 
^^ two other witnesses to tde date. After which the Rabbi 
** commands the wife to open her hands, and bring them close 
^ to one another, in order to receive this deed, lest it fall to 
« the ground : and, after having examined her^over again, the 
«* husband gives her the parchment, and says to her. Here is 
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moment of her rejecting bim, that is to say, froxa 
tiie first moment of the preaching of the Gospel : 
hence it is said, that he should divorce the city and 
the jjanctuary exactly after the expiration of the 
si.vty nine weeks. But the completing of the busi- 
ness was' a work of time ; the sentence of repudia- 
tion was not filially pronounced, until tlie Jews spe- 
cifically rejected hitn, first by declaring- that they 
had no king bpt Cesar, and afterwards by complet- 
ing their apostasy at bi3 ci^ucifixion : h^npe, in the 
eye of the law the Levitical Church l^ing his con* 
sort to the very end of the seventy iveeksy though 
the process of repudiation coramienced at the eqd 
of Me; sixty nine- weeks,, her times, as the hojy city, 
are still * limited to seventy precise 'weeks. When- 
those weeks expired, the bill of divorce, which had 
been preparing during the whole of the last weel\ 
was ratified; and the repudiated Levitical Church 
ceased to be the holy city of God. 

III. A third objection may be made to the defi- 
ciency of proof, that the rej^uilding of the figurative 
Jerusalem was completed exactly at the end of 

" lAi/ dworctf I pui tliee away from me, and leave thee at blertif 
" to marry 'whom thou please^. The wife tjakes it, and gives it 
** to the* Rabbi, who reads it once more ; after which, she is 
** free. Many little circumstances ^q omit, they being in- 
<*. vented only to increase difficulty." Culm,et's Dictionary, 
Vox Divorce^ 

s^ven 
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sc^m rvtihs or 49- years, according ta the prophetic 
dej(;laratioo tKat k shouH be rebuilt in the short 
space of the times^ 

I might, in ^ degree, elude tWs objectiba by traja-* 
slqjjing the clau;se, with Dr. Biayney and our fiotv^ 
ixwm JlngUsh version, ip shall be rebuilt in times of 
distress^ and by referripg those timss of ^ distress or 
troMous times to th,e pertwaci^jus qpposijioia n*ade 
to the work by the swrou^dbg nationSj a^id to tjje. 
many vexations which Nemebiah piajrticuiarly e^jpe-. 
rienced iq. &is work of refouBaation froon th^ Je^s, 
themselves. Bnt I ajlow, that sqch an apswer.- 
would not be q.uite satisfactory : becau3Q^ it niigh^ * 
s^l be urged, and with great justice, thaA ih^ smty 
nine tx^e^Ics would h^ve been, expressed sijqaply si^ti/,, 
nine weeksj not dividedly sfi'c^n we^jks and: siyty two, 
weeksy unless tbere had been, spme good rj^^onfor 
isaparating the seven xt^eeksiTom' the shty titvo weeks. 
I wi}l theiiefore fceely confess^ that it is impo^ible 
tp prove from bistoi:y, tliat Nehemiab^s. last act of 
ri^fg^lQa^tioi^ was. accomplished precisely at t^e end 
of 49, year's, from, the going forth of the edict ia the 
sevj^nth- yeaif qf Artaix^rxes. All ti^at can be said 
is, this, tl^at we know it ipust have been accom- 
plished about tliatr time. Could it indeed be proved 
ftom history, that it. was ^t th^q acconiplished, 
soffie dpubt might be tbrowu upon the propriety of 
the ifltQrgiie)»jtio« her8;^dopted : but.ite non-accpm- 
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plishment in that year can be no- more proved than 
its accomplishment Arid, even if it could be prov- 
ed, it would not therefore necessarily overturn the 
whole exposition. It would shew indeed decidedly, 
that VAr seoen weeks did not relate to the rebuilding 
of the city, and consequently that the clause ought 
not to be rendered it shall be rebuilt in the short 
9pace of the times: but it would undoubtedly shew 
nothing more; and the exposition itself might in all 
its leading particulars be perfectly just, though we 
might not be- able positively to say on account of 
what event the seven weeks were separated from the 
9ixty two weeks. All things however considered, 
the evidence appears to me suflSciently strong to 
warrant our piercing Nehemiah's last act of refor- 
mation at the end of the seven weeks. The sum o( 
it is this. The seventy weeks^ as I have shewn, 
fttust be reckoned prospectively. They must ter-r 
minate with the chronologically latest of the circum^ 
stances, which are destined to be accomplished 
within tlieir period. They mu^st therefore terminate 
with the crucifixion, because the crucifixion synchro* 
nizes with the chronologically latest of the circum* 
stances. Hence they must commence with the 
going forth of the edict in the seventh year of Artax- 
erxes. Hence the sixty nine weeks also must ter-r 
minate with the beginning of the Gospel ministry. 
Now in every one of these points we find an acca* 

rftto 
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rate coincidence. If 490 years, reckoned back« 
^ard from the crucifixion, did n&t bring us to tlie 
enacting of any decree, we should then be sure that 
the crucifixion was not the last event of the seventy 
weeks, and that we bad erred in supposing it to be 
80. But, when we find that it brings us, with tht 
exactness even of a month, to the enacting of a de^ 
cree to reestablish the Levitical polity, we may be 
tolerably sure that we have ascertained the intended 
period pf seventy weeks. I^lvty nine weeks however 
of the seventy are to bring us unto the Messiah. 
The expression itself, thpugh it must mean unto his 
coming in some sense, is a priori ambiguous* Ye^ 
if we find upen computing this ^m^Uer period that 
we are brought to no event which will in any man* 
ner quadrate with the expression unto the Messiah^ 
we shall undoubtedly have reason to suspect, that 
the 490 yeans between the edict of Artaxerxes and 
the crucifixion are not the intended period of se^ 
venty weeks, but that their numerical correspond 
dence with each other is purely casual. If, on the 
other hand, we find, as we do find, that we are 
brought to an event which perfectly quadrates with 
the expression ; the sixty nine weeks (to use a tecln 
pical arithmetical term) then plainly check tbe^^^« 
^enty weeks, and we arrive at moral certainty that 
^e intended period of the seventy weeks has been 
f^sfiert^ined. In tliis state of the case we are in* 

formed^ 
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formed, that \h^ rebuUdicig of the holy citj should 
be cQinpleted in se^m 'uieeks or 49 years from the 
going forth of the edict Upon adverting to his^ 
tory, we find ourselves unable \d provt this to have 
been actually the case; but we da find ourselves 
able to prwe that tks work ooust have been com* 
pletQd aboVft that time^ and we moreover know that 
the feet (jan never be dispraved Now, whether 
tihis deficmnsyi of absolute p^oofj MOt the ^sistmce oj 
^mf' absolute dispsroof, woqld be allowed ia a^y court 
of law to outweigh the m^aa of po^itias widm^a 
which ha^ beanr atf^Med^ may, i thinks be^v^e^y rea^ 
sonp.biy denied. At 1^^ if thia lack of absolute 
pfopf iA^ outweigh the mass of positive evidence, I 
am art a Ipsa tiOi eoneeive by what, laws qi evidence 
the majority o£ biatQi?ic;al facts are acknowledged 
to be mof al trutfis* 

I may here observe, by the v^a^i^ lihat^ unless the 
Judy city be understOMod %ipatively, it 13 difficult to 
&)^*m any idea how it ccKul'd be said- to be rebuilt in 
exactly 49 yeva We can determiae when a tem- 
ple or a home is cQmi^tely rebuilt, bub how can 
we determiae when €U ruined' eity \^ completely re« 
faiuilt? What particular hou^ ox street must be 
finished to mark such completion ; so thaJb, previous 
to the house, or street being £fushed, the city was 
mt completely rebuilt ; but, subsequent ta the house 
w stveet ^ein^ fiiw^e^ the; city wwicoifl^ebeiy re^*^ 
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built? At what precise point shall wfe fix its eoitli 
pletion? When was the rebmlding of Londot), 
after the grent fire, completed ? When was the re* 
buiidfeg <jf( Jerusalem, after its demolitioii b^ Ne- 
buchadnezzar, completed ? London hats cohtintBfid 
increasing to the present dAy. Jerusalem conti* 
riued increasing until it tvas destroyed by Titus. 
So much ihde^ did it increase, that it was ^ery 
considerably Jirgef, when its siege by the Romans 
commenced', than it had befen even during the^ most 
prosperous reigns of its hsrttve sovereigns *i 

IV. A fourth objection may be made fe> the re- 
ferring tke letst week 6f the seo^ty to the period of 
the ministration of the Gospel first by John the Bap- 
tist and afterwards by our. Lord in his own person, 
oh the ground tlieit tkk week is interpqsed in the 
lyiidst of those parts of the prophecy which plainly 
relate to the Jewish war, th6 siege of Jerusalem, 
and the abolition of the temple service f* ' 

My answer is, tliat the arrang^ftwent of tki^ week 
m the prediction is not unnatural, when we consider 

• « Je^ni8aleiii| ffom a mean begtmiing, repeoplcd with s 
** few in)p.oy€rish|cd inhabitants^ just returned from exile, was 
'' enabled to hold up its head, and daily to improve in consi- 
'* deration and figure; till it was advanced at length' to such 
*' a pitch of splendour, magnificence, and strength, ae it never 
^' bad knowu beibre, ev^ under the most powerful and iude« 
'' pendent of its monarchs/' Df^ Bliiyne/s Diafsert. p. 3:8. 

t See Dr. Biayncy's Dissert, p. 16, 
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the preceding context. Nothing is more commOdi 
than for a writer to be hurried on by some promi* 
nent circumstance to anticipate the mention of cer« 
tain matters closely connected with it, afterwards to 
return to the point which ought in absolute strict* 
ness of chronology to have been first handled, and 
then to resume in their proper place and with greater 
minuteness of detail the discussion of those matters 
which had already been touched upon proleptically*. 
Exactly such seems to be the case in the present 
instance. The mention of Messiah's divorce of the 
holy city at the end of the sixty nine weeks naturally 
leads the prophet to state the reason of it, namely 
the gross corruption of the people : and the men- 
tion of their gross corruption, which was at length 
consummated in the rejection and murder of their 
anointed Prince, leads him no less naturally to fore* 
tell proleptically their destruction. But, before he 
enters into the particulars of that destruction, he 
checks himself, and returns to the seventieth week, 
which he had hitherto, hurried on by his subject 
left unnoticed. Having specified that in this week 
Messiah should make firm a covenant with many, 
notwithstanding his divorce of the holy city, he re- 
sumes his account of that end of the Jewish nation 
which was to be with a flood. He teaches us, that 
by reason of the desolating abomination being upon 
the border the sacrifice and meat-offering should be 

S abolished 
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abolished in half a week; which the context shewi 
plainly to be a certain portion of the space of that 
firmly predetermined war already mentioned, to the 
6nd of which there should be desolations^^ And he 
concludes with declaring, that, although fi§ sacri- 
fices should certainly be abolished,* tbJv^^te of 
things should not last for ever, • but only until aa 
utter end should in his turn be poured upon the de- 
solaton From this statement the interposition of 
the last week appears to be no violation of the rules 
of good historic writing ; and by such a test pro* 
phecy, which is simply anticipated history, must 
undoubtedly be tried. 

But it may further be remarked,, that the present 
mode of interpretation, even were it less capable of 
defence than it is by the rules of good writing, must 
necessarily be adopted. That the end of the people 
with a flood and the unceasingly desolating war re- 
late to the destruction of the Jezvish nation^ is 
doubted by no commentator. The week then, dur- 
ing which the Messiah was to make a firm covenant 
with many, must cither synchronize with the Jewish 
war, or precede it. It cannot synchronize with it : 
because, in that case, it must be completely sepa- 
rated from the preceding sixty 7iine weeks, and thus 
^e continuity of the seventy weeks must be broken ; 
fin hypothesis altogether intolerable *. Therefor* 

* According to the £th abstract poiition. 

it 
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it must precede it. And, if it precede it, then \ht 
present mode bf interpretation cannot but. be 
adopted. 

V. Herte however a fifth objection may be madti 
to my r*%sidering the half week wliich brings about 
the at^Ctfcn of the sadrifiee and m6at-offefinJj, as 
perfectly distintt from any part o^ the rteek during 
which Messiah is to make fitm a covenant wilii 
many. For it may be urged, that the tontext oE 
the pas^agfe most nattifally requires us to suppose, 
that this hdlftoeekh either the former or the lattet 
hatfoithe ^eeft just before meiitidned. 

I reply;j that the ground of their stijSposed iden- 
tity appeai*s Only in dur common English transla- 
tion, whith renders thfe 'otiginal phrase " in the midst 
^* ofthe wfeek," instead of ** in the midst,'* or rathel- 
** in the half of a week :" wh'ence, according to such 
a version, the halftveeh seems of coutse to be the 
half bf the last mentioned tvedk. Biit, that this is 
not thi6 case, is manifest from the following conside- 
ratr<:mg*^7%e tveek^ during whith Messiah make^ 
frrfi d cO'vefidnt with many, being the last of the 
se^enti) tteeks^ mast expire when the sweMy weeks 
expire ; that is to Say, miless tht3 continuity of the 
set'enty ivecks be bfoken, it mu^t ^xpite with th6 
chrondlogically latest of th6 chxumstances destined 
to be accomplished tv^ifhin the Sftcenty weeks*: but 

* According to the 6th and 2d al^stract {Tdsitions. 

the 
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mt ^^^(^hgiVally ititest of tHbse .ciroinistahoel 
have been shewn tb synbhrdniize with the cru(>' 
JLvidn y th<erefore the iveek in questioii niu^t ex{)itie 
with the cruci/Monr—Ow the other hahd^ the hc^ 
tveek^ which brings dbmt the abolitUfn of the iAcfi'- 
Jice Und meat-offering j must ho doubt at itS close 
syhchroilize with their abolition : but their abolitioiQ 
sojar synchtonifees with the appearance of the de* 
^olating dbominatiany as to be caused by it"^: thtei'e- 
iox^ ihe ki^lf week must synchroniize with tiie ap* 
pearance of the desolating abahunation, so far a^ it 
causes the ^bolitioii df the daily satriiice^ But the 
first appearance 6f the desolating abomn&fion is te* 
presented by bur Lord is pireceding a >siege of Jeru» 
aalem : tiierefbre^ if not its short siege by Cesdus^ 
yet its siege which brOughl aboiit the abolidoh of 
the daily Sacrifice must take place in the half week 
— Herice it will follow, that 'the halfxoeek, in which 
the siege of Jerusafem by Titus takes place, being 
the half week which brings about the abolition of 
ihe daily sacrifice, canned be either halfoi the week 
\vhich terminates with the cfucifixion. lA other 
words, the weSk, in which Messiah makes jirm a 
covenartt nfith rhanyj must be a \yholly distinct pe- 
riod from the hd^week which produces the aboli" 
tion of the sacrifice dndimat-offefmg. 

• According to the 12th abstract '{iositioti. 
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Nor need it be thought strange that a second dl^^ 
thlct period should be mentioned in this prophecy. 
It is usually indeed styled the prophecy of the se* 
tenty weeks : whence apparently soipe commenta- 
tors have thought it necessary, though by different 
contrivances indeed, to make the prophecy termi- 
nate with the expiration ofthe seventy weeks. But^ 
although such be the name which it usually bears, 
the circumstance most assuredly does, not prove 
that the piy)phecy and the seventy weeks terminate 
synchronically. On the contrary, to me the pro- 

* • 

phecy appears most plainly to reach beyond the end 
of the seventy weeks ; and thaty not merely to the 
tlose of the Jezdsh war^ but, like all the other pre- 
dictions of Daniel, to the final dozvnfall of the last 

cf the four great monarchies *. 

VI- Tliere 

* It lias been objected to Scaliger, with sufficient absurdit/, 
that, by assumi^ig another period to be mentioned in the pro- 
phecy besides that of tfte s^entjf weefcsy he is adding to Sctip- 
turc) and thereby incurring the denunciation of Rev. xxii. 18. 
That such is not the case, the most cursory survey of the pro« 
phecy is sufficient to shew. Seventy iveeks arc first mcntionet), 
as being the precise times of the holy city, and as being the ap- 
pointed period within which certain specified particulars are 
to be accomplished. Afterwards we read of seticn ixeks^ tixty 
tuo iveeks, a sinsle xi^k in which Messiah was to make firm a 
covenant with many, and a half week which was to bring about 
the abolition of the sacrifice and meat-offering. Hence it is 
fiianifesty that either icxentti weeks only are mentioned in the 

prophecy. 
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VL There remains only another objection, which 
has already been so folly considered, that it may 
seem almost superfluous to notice it again : I mean 
the objection urged by soiyte commentators to the 
mode of <^omputation here adopted (which; by taking 
. the intercalations into the account, makes seventy 
weeks of Jewish' years equal in the gross sum to 
490 solar yedrs), on the ground that tke se^venty 
weeks ought to be computed by lunar years of 360 
days each and are tlierefore equal to only about 
483 solar years. 

Independent of every other consideration, the 
prophecy itself affords an abundandy sufficient an* 
swer to this objection. W© have s^n^^thdX' the se- 
venty weeks must he reckoned prospectively.* We 
have seen, that they. w?ef^^ terftfiinate-^tith the latest 
of the f^h several circumstances destined to be -ac- 
complished within their period. And we have 5een, 
that the late^ of those circumstances mu$t syncJiro- 
nize with the crudfixi^m .Hence it w^ill fdlow, /that 
the 4>t-i«»fikioa must mark the. termination of fjre st- 
fi^enfif ii)i0dks. NoWy if we compute backward from 

ptopheypf^, fst'9€centy xo€€k$ and m WditiftiMl half'X^e^k.s^insequent 
to thc^tex^i^t^-TUchf accord ipg as tk^Jiflfwtfk and a hnjtf of the 
ssventieth week Q,i:(i cpnsid^red as being one and the same period 
* or as being iico distinct jteriods, Which bi these is thd'case, 
€an only, -as it appears to me, KeasceUaihcd by a discussian 
of the prophecy* i • »: 

£ e !3 this 
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thj& era 490 lunar years, whether censistmg of S54 
or 360 days each, we shall not arrive at any epoch 
which can properly be considered as the date of the 
seventy weeks ; because their specified date is the 
going forth of an edict to rebuild Jerusalem, and 
no edict of any kind went forth at either of, the 
epochs to which we are brought by these two modes 
of lunar computation. But, if we. compute f>ackr 
ward from the era of the crucifixion 490 solar years, 
we shall be brought, with the minute exactness even 
of a month, to the going forth of the edict in the 
seventh year of Artaxerxes Longimanus, by virtue 
of which the figurative holy city or the ,Levitical 
polity was reestablished in both Its branches. Nor 
do I conceive that this argument partakes . of the 
nature of the circulating syllogism, merely because 
I thought it adviseable to discuss a priori and in 
the abstract the proper mode of computing prophe- 
tic periods* If once we can ascertain the termina^ 
tion of any period the commeDcement of which has 
a specific date assigned to it, it is obvious that ^ 
retrograde calculation will decidedly establish the 
true average length of the years which compose the 
period in question. For, if we compute by yeaT$ 
of a particular length, and find that they do not 
%ring .us to any epoch which will correspond witb 
the specified date; we may be sure, that those 
jnears are not the years intended by the propheL 
-• And, 

S 
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And, if we make a second essay and compute by 
other years of a different particular length, and then 
find that they bring us to an epoch which exactly 
corresponds with the specified date; we may in 
that case be sure that we have discovered the years 
of which the prophet meant the period to consist 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

Observations by xcay of conclusion. 

vJnE can scarcely close along-protracted discus- 
sion of this very interesting and important prophecy 
without offering a few observations upon it by way 
of conclusion. 

1 . IVIany persons seem to have taken up a strange 
notion, that it is lost labour to attempt to explain 
the predictions of the Apocalypse and the parallel 
predictions of Daniel because their very obscurity 
shews that they are not yet accomplished; and 
urge in favour of this crude idea, that, whenever 
they are accomplished, all obscurity will vanish, 
that then there will be no differences of opinion 
among commentators, and that they will be so plain 
that he that runneth may read. 

The examination of the prophecy of the seventy 
xveelis effectually exposes the futility of such an opi- 
nion. All Christians allow it to be accomplished ; 
accomplished at least so far, that the specified pe« 
riod must have long since run out, and that the 
predicted desolations must liave come upon Jem* 

salemc 
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salem : and all Jews must, inasmuch as it is in part 
a numerical prophecy, either altovy it to be in a 
great measure accomplished, or deny its divine in- 
spiration. Yet there are few predictions, which 
have inore exercised the wit of commentators ; few, 
concerning which thei'e has been a greater variety 
of opinions. Accomplished as it undoubtedly is 
for the most part, it is by no means on that account 
so plain that it may be understood without the la-* 
hour of investigation ; he that inmnethythc careless 
observer, is still as unable to 7'ead it, as he was be- 
fore its accomplishment. It is not difficult to point 
out the reason of this, and thus to expose the su- 
perficial notion of the perfect plaimiess of an accom^. 
plished prophecy ; a notion, the genuine offspring 
(I believe) of indolence and hatred of trouble. To 
note the completion of predictions purely descrip" 
tive requires no mental toil. Idleness herself may 
compare the 53d chapter of Isaiah for instance with 
the history contained in the Gospels, and may be 
struck with the minute correspondence of the pro- 
phecy, and the event; for it is obvious; that to disr 
cover- this correspondence not a grain of exertion is 
necessary ; and, when both the common humour of 
mankind and the opportunities of the generality are 
considered, most thankful ought we to be to the 
good Providence of God that such is the case. 
But, when history is to be ransacked, when difficult 

chronological 
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chronologkal points are to be discus^ed^ when synr 
chronisms are to be ascertained, when the true 
ipeaning of obscure phrases is to be elicited^ and 
when the import of syrnbolicq^l language is to be 
determined ; however richly the toil either of the 
commentator pr of his reader may lie rewarded, 
still such inquiries are and must be a toil. When- 
ever the. whole volume of the ^P^calypse shall be 
acconiplished, to the indpleqt and the supine it will 
still be as a sealed book. They inay injieed then 
fillly beUeve it to be accomplished : but, as for the 
manner pf its aiccomplishment, tl^ey will mthout 
labour be jijst as profoundly ignorant qf it, as many 
Christiaqs at the present day are of the manner in 
>vhich the prophecy of the seventy w^eks has been 
accomplished in the advent and (]eath of the Mes- 
siah, though they m£^y duly belieye (h^t it has been 
so accomplished *. 

2. The probability is, that the restoration and 
conversion pf the Jews is not very far distant 
^hey would do well therefore to turn their serious 
attention to this' remarkable prophecy contained ix\ 

^ It \jas excellently remarked by Pp. Sherlock, that " a 
f* figupitive and dark description of f^ future event will be 
f< figiiratiyc and dark still when the event happens;" and that 
•* no event can make a figurative or metaphorical expression 
f* to be a plaiq or a literal one/' Discourses on prophecy. 
Pise. ii. p. 32, d6« 

I 
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their own Scriptui'es. Prejudice may shut the eyes 
against the clearest circumstantial evidence ; and a 
Jew may be unable to discover in the predictions of 
Isaiah any thing that resembles the events detailed 
in the hfstory of him whom Christians acknowledge' 
as the Messiah. But the case is different with nu- 
merical evidence. Circun^stantial evidence resem- 
bles moral truth, of which Uiere may be an infinite 
variety of shades* Numerical evidence resembles 
inathematical truth, which admits of no shades : 
its boast is unity and perfection ; if it be> not abso- 
lute unmixed truth, it is palpable falshood. A Jew 
may conceive, hard a3 it may be to a Christian to' 
comprehend the possibility of such a thing; yet a 
Jew may conceive, that the predictions of a suffering 
Messiah were not accomplished in Jesus of Naza- 
reth, but that they will at length receive their ac- 
complishmenit in his imaginary Messiah Ben- Joseph. 
But the stubbornness of nuf?ibers bids defiance to 
the mischievous ingenuity of the most determined 
prejudice. Either the Messiah must be come, or 
Daniel was a false prophet. No other alternative 
is possible: no evasion is practicable. To every 
subterfuge, to every reply that, can be painfully 
framed by the Hebrew writhing under the lash of 
incontrovertible evidence, the unbending rigidity of 
fxiathematical demonstration still proclaims aloud, 
Eitfier the Messiah must be come, or Daniel was a 

false 
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false prophet. Compute the seventy weeks as you 
will; divide them, and subdivide them, as you 
please ; admit, or reject, intercalations ; take solar 
years, or take lunar years ; reckon from whatever 
edict you most afFpct; perplex chronology as much 
as you think proper j curtaij, with your brethren in 
the days of Adrian, the Persian monarchy by 200 
years, to put off the evil .d^y of the expiration of 
these seventy weeks: still will the refractory number 
refuse either to bend oi: to break. Long since must 
the fated seventy weeks have expired according to 
any hypothesis that can be contrived- How then 
can tlie Jews deny that the Messiah is come, con- 
fiistently with their bclii&f in the divine inspiration of 
Daniel? 

An anathema is pronounced against those who 
presume to compute the prophet's numbers ! The 
language of the revealing angel is, Knoxv and under- 
stand: the language of the modern teachers in Israel 
16, Cursed is he who attempts to understand! Yet 
it was not j^lways thus. The ancient Jews scrupled 
not to compute the mystic number : and it is plain 
that they computed it on the same principles that 
Christians do now. For how else can we so satis- 
factorily account for the uninterrupted expectation 
of the Messiah, which commenced about 50 years 
before the birth of Jesus,, as early as consistently 
with the prophecy it could commence, and which 
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ijontinued to the very desolation of Jerusalem?. 
Long since have the sacrifice and meat-offering been 
abolished^ punctually as Daniel foretold. With 
what consistency then shall his, prophecy, be allowed 
to be accomplished in one point (and in this, point 
it must be allowed to be accomplished)} > while it is 
denied to be accomplished in another point? If 
the sacrifice an^ m^s^tro&^xitig be abolished^ Mes 
siah must be come : because his coming is plainly 
described as preceding such abolition. Will the 
Jew deny that they are abolished ? K facts extort 
th« unwilling confession, how will he coiisisteqtly 
deny that Messiah has, indeed been ^nanifestcy^ in 
the person of Jesus? Let him now at l^ng^ iii 
these latter days seriously weigh this important pro- 
phecy: and let him jointly compare both it, his pre* 
sent condition, and his future expectations, with 
those memorable words of Hosea, " Many days 
" shall the children of Israel tarry without kin^ 
^' and without ruler, and without sacrifice, and with* 
" out statue, and without ephod and teraphim: 
^^ afterward shall the children of Israel return, and 
^^ seek Jeliovah their God, and David their king; 
** and adore Jehovah and his goodness in the futu- 
^^ rity of days." . . , 

3. ^Since Christians have such «,n irrefragable, 
Buch a palpable, proof of the divine mission of their 
Saviour, let them beware lest they r^st in Srmere 
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Aame, while they arc ignorant of the power of reli- 
gion. The Levitical Church has been repudiated, 
and another and more spiritual Church has beeu 
espoused in its room. Let its members recollect 
liie terms upon which they stand, and be careful 
lest' their candlestick alsd be removed out of its 
place. Let them seek to inherit the promises in 
ctnff unction with the converted of Judah, not pro- 
voke God to reject tiiem When he brings back the 
captivity of his ancient people. " If some of the 
** branches be broken otF, and thou being a wild 
** olive-tree wert grafffed in among them, and with 
**' them partakest of the root and fatness of the 
" »olivc-tree;' boast not against the branches. But, 
" if thou boSiSt, thou bearest not the root, but the 
** root thee. Thou wilt say then, The branches 
*-*• were broken off, that I might be grafFed in. 
^^ Well ; because of unbelief they were broken off, 
" and thou standest by faith. Be not high-minded, 
" but fear. For, if God spared not the natural 
*^ branches, take heed lest he also spare not thee. 
" Behold therefore the goodness and severity of 
" God : oh them which fell, severity; but toward 
" thee, goodness: if thou continue in his goodness; 
" otherwise thou also shalt be cut off. And they 
" also, if they abide not in unbelief, shall be grafFed 
^ in : for God is able to graff them in again. For, 
" if thou wert cut out of the olive-tree which is wild 
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" by nature, and wert grafFed contrary to nature into 
" a good olive-tree ; how much more shall these, 
** which be the natural branches, be grafiied into 
** their own olive-tree ? For I would not, brethren, 
** that ye should be ignorant of this mystery, lest 
^ ye should be wise itt""70ur own conceits; that 
*^ blindness in part is happened to Israel until the 
" fulness of the Gentiles be come. And so all Is- 
^< rael shall be saved : as it is written, There shall 
conjie Qut pf Sion the deliverer, and »hall tura 
away ungodliness from Jacob — O the depth df 
the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of 
TGod! how unsearchable are his judgments, and 
•* 4iis-ways past finding out ! For who hath known 
*^ the mind of the Lord ? or who hath been his 
•^ counsellor? Or who hath first g5ven to him, andi 
•* it shall be recompensed unto him again ? For of 
" him, and through him, and to him, ai*e all things : 
'* to whom be glory for ever. Amen *." ^ 

♦ Rom. xi. X7— 26, 33—36. 
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THE ASTRONOmCAL CANON OF PtOtEMY, 
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• 


High-priests of Ju 


Oreek kings cf - 












dah. 


5yri«. 


Cjrut 


9 


218 


4184. 


630 , 


7thjear of Jeshua. 


9 


Carabyscs 


8 


226 


4192 


622 • 


15tli year of Jeshua. 




.Darius Iljstaspis 


36 


262 


4228 


486 


51st year of Jeshna. 




Xeries 


21 


283^ 


4249 


465 


I9thyear of Joia- 
kim. 


/ 


Artaxerxes LoQgi* 


41 


324 


4290 


424 


30th year of £}ia- 




manas 








, 


shib. < 




Darius Nothui 


ly 


343 


4309 


405 


9th year of Joiada. 




Artaxerxes Moc- 


46 


389 


4355 


359. 


15th year of Joha^ 




mon 










nan. 




Ochus 


«i 


410 


4376 


338 


4thyearof Jaddua. 




Arogus 


2 


412 


4378 


336 


6th year of Jaddua 


1 


Darius Codomanous 


4 


416 


4382 


332 


10th year of Jad- 




. 


8 


424 


4390 


324 


doa. 
18th year of Jad- 


■ 


Greek kings 'f Per 
tia. 




Alexander 














dua. 




PhiJip Arideus 


7 


431 


4397 


317 


5th year of Onias I. 


' 


AJeisAder Kguil 


IS 


443 


4409 


305 


ITthyearofOniasI. 


8th year of Seleft^ 






. 






V 


cus Nicator. 






. 








• 









( 


432 


) 




Crreek kings of 




A.Je:.N. 


A.P.J. 


A.A.ly* 


Hi^prietU tif 
Judak, 


^Grpeh kmgt of 
Syria. ^ 


Ptolemy Soter 


iO 


463 


4429 


285 


7tii yearofBleacart 


28thyevofSeleu- 


t 












cus Nicator. 


Ptolemy Philadel- 


38 


501 


4467 


247 


4tbye«rofOaiasIL 


14th year of Antio« 


phus 












chus Theos. 


Ptoh Euergetes I. 


35 


526 


4492 


222 


29th year of Omas 
II. 


1st year of Antio^ 
chus Magnus. 


Ptol. Philopator 


17 


543 


4509 


205 


13th year of Simon 


18th year of Antio- 


f 




r 






11. 


chus Magnus. 


Ptol. Epiphanes 


S4 


567 , 


4533 


181 


15th year of Onias 


6th year of Selea^ 




• 


% 


- 




in. 

1 


Ctts Philopator. 




Princet- and khigi 


X 




35 


602 


4568 


146 


rfjudta. 




Ptol. Philometor 


15th 3;<ear of Jona- 


5th .year of Alex^ 












than. 


ander Balus. 


Ptol. Euergetes il. 


29 


631 


4597 


117 


19tfa year of John 


7th year of Antia* 




- 


1 • 






HyrciAius, 


chus Grypusb 


Ptol. Soter 


36 


%Gt 


46S3 


81 ; 


25th year of Alex- 


Sd year ofTigraBes; 


Dionysiut 


• 

29 


696 


4662 


52 


ander Jannaus. 
l«Ui year of Jlyr- 
canas. 


• 


Cleopatra 


22 


718 
761 


4684 

4727 


30 


8th year of Herod. 




^n^— ^^ ^^^ ^w^M^kM^^b^u^i^A 


A.A.C. 




iopffum iMttjiwiviv. 




A«gttst«w 


14 




Tiberius 


22 


783 


4749 


,36 


, ■ 




Caius 


4 


7^7 


4753 


40 


# 




Claudius 


14 


801 


4St7 


54 


I 




Nero 


14 


815 


4781 


68 


4 




Vespasian 


10 


825 


4791 


78 






Titus 


3 


. 828. 


4794 


81 




• 


Domitian 


15 


843 


4809 


96 






Nerva 


t 


844 


4810 


97 






Trajan 


19 


t^ 


48ii;9 


116 


« 


Hadrian 


21 


884 


4850 


137 


-■ 


AatoBiDus 


2$ 


• 907 


4873 


160 


• 
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No. 11. 



9ttecftMtoir Of Tits kzNos or itpxk, the Axon-^ittfiSTS 6r jvdait, i^ tat 

PBItfCKt AH!) KIHOS or JVDEA, FftOK TBI COMMSNCEMBNT Or TRB SR4» Of 
VABONAsSAH* ABltANCEt» STM CHRONICAlit WI^H THB llfHOS OF BASYLOU* 
ASSYRXAi PBBStAf EOTPTi tYBlAy AUB THB BOMAV BMPBBORi. 



KingtrfJudah, 




A. iE; h. 


A.PJ. 


A.A.C 


Mings tf Babylon* 


Kingi «j^* JUsyrm, 






1 


3907 


747 


Ist year of Kabo- 
nas^ar. 


tst vear of Tiglath* 
t^leser. 


Jothaoi 


16 


5 


39ri 


743 


5th year of Nabo- 
iiassar. 


^hy^arofngtafif' 
Pfieser. 


Ahaz 


tb 


SO 


S986 


7t8 


4th year df Chin- 
zirus and Porus. 


1st year of SAlmB-' 
ne5M. 


UezekU)^ 


2? 


49 


4015 


699 


Jst yeaF of Aphro- 


8th year of £nn» 


^ 








■ 


nadius. 


haddoo. 




Kings of BabifioH 


t 




% 


• 
104 


4070 


644 


md Asapria nnited. 


« 


^liittBSseli 


4th year of Chinila- 


v 






* 






. daous. 




Asmon 


9 


tor 


4079 


641 


rthyeatofChioib^ 


1 


. 








' 


danus. 


iTfTfiftH 


31 


138 . 


4104 


610 


16rti year of Nabo- 
poIas%ar, or' Ne- 


m 


• 








^ 


buchadnezzar the 
father- 




l^hoiakim 


11 


149 


4115 


599 


6th year of K&bo* 
colassar, or Ne- 


1 










1 


bnchadnesizar the 
son, ^curding to 
Ptolemy and Da- 




• 




> 


1 




niel ; 8th, accord* 
Ing to Jertftniah. 


• 


2edcka«ll 


U 


>^ 


41«6 


.588 


I7thyear of Nabo- 
colassir, or Ne- 
buchadnezzar the 














soui according to 










■ 




Ptolemy and Dib- 










.■ 


• 


- niei-^ 19th, ac- 














cosdittg to Jere- 


♦. 




1 


• 


> * 




4 





Ff 



( 4M > 



Kiagi af Jndak. 



-fiR- 



#d by 4^ cipti* 
vity svbitequeni 
to the desktr action 
«i the temple and 
' eity 4$ JeruM- 






$1 



A. iE.N. 



A. P. J. 



U\ 



4177 637 



JeshuR«J«ii|iq^ 
Jeialjm 






5S 



io 



40 974 



'$« 



jTaddna 



Opiul. 

Smoa I. (the juiO 

£|eezaf 

Manaiscli 

0i4a» n. 

^imda II* 

Osifts la 

f 

7a&PD 
Mcnclauf 



20 



«64 

:r94 



334 



A.A.C 



40C 



43« 



f 



9 



f riiecutiofl of X\\t 
Jews 



447 

456 

t5l 47$ 

497 



20 
33 
22 

tto 

3 

5 
1 



33a 

352 
5tS 

575 

680 
58i 



4S90 

4260 



4300 
4340 
4372 



4392 



4413 
4422 
4437 
44«3 
449< 
451 g 
4538 
4541 
4$ltf 
M547 



484 
454 



414 
374 

342 



329 



301 
292 
277 
251 
2tQ 
196 
17*6 
473 
J68 
167 



Kmg$ tf Pemtu 



^d year of Darios,' 
•ccorHing to Scrip 
ture and Xeno- 
pbon.} 2d year of 
CyruSf accoxdiai^ 
to Ptolemy* 



•PT" 



Greek Kingt rfSjfria, 



2d year of Xerxes, 
litb ycarof Artax 

erxet hun^mw 

nufi. 
iOth year of Jhrm 

Nothus. 
31ft year of Aitax' 

crxes Mpemon. 
17th year of Ocbus. 



Greek Kingi of Per^ 



2d year of Philip 
Ahdeua. 



Greek Kings ef 

Egypt. 



4th year oi Ptoleoiy 

Soter. 
13th year of ftol. 

Soter. 
8th year of Ptoi 

Philadelph||-% 
34th year of Ptol. 

pbiiadelphas. 
4th year of ^tol, 

Plulopator. 
9th year of ftpl 

Epiphanea. 
(^th year of Ptol. 

Phfloftietor. 
%ti^ ^ear of Ptol. 

Philc^Detor. 



$2tbyeaf of Selfo. 

cus. 
2l9t year of Selco« 

CUSf 

3d year of ^Qtio- 

chus $oter. 
10th year of Antio? 

chps Theus. 
5th year of A^^tio- 

chps Magaus, 
27th jrear of Antio- 

chus MagDiM. 
Itth yearpf Sektt- 

cut Philopator. 
3d year cif Antio" 

choi £piphan<^s. 



13th year of Ptol 8th year of Antio- 
Phibyetor. khus £pi|>hiini*a. 

14th year of PtoI.Mk year of Aiitio- 
Pluilptietef. I chaa iii^phanes. 



( 436 ) 



Friu0e$ tatd Kings 
ofJudca* 



^ m JJ-t 



Judas Mai:cabea9 

/onathao 

Simon 

/obn Byrc^of 

AristDbnltti 

Aleiaftder ,JaiiQ^|l7 



Alexandra 



A.iE.N. 



6 

17 
8 

29 

I 



lljrcanir) 



Bero4 



A^cl»e|aiy^ 



23 
3 



34 



10 



604 
619 
441 
64f 

» 

6r§ 

694 

7or 



744 



754 
759 

7(S« 
773 



■»)'l s 



A.P.J. 



4553 
4570 
4578 
4607 
4608 
46^ 

4644 

4650 

4673 
4^76 



A,A.C. 



4710 



161 
14^ 
136 
107 
106 
79 

70 

64 

41 
38 



"^'"4?^ ^ Or^ckKinssofSjria. 



^Oth vcar of Ptol 
Philometor. 

$d year of Ptol. 
^ergetes TI, 

10th year of Ptol, 
£u«rg. II. 

10th year of Ptol. 
Soter. 

llih year of Ftol, 
Soter. 

id year of Diony- 
sius, according to 
Ptblen]y,orS'dol| 
Alexander. . j 

llehyearofDiony 
siiub according to 
Ptolemy ; or illh 
of Alexander. 

I7th year of Diony 
siUs, according to 
Ptoieiny ; or 2d 
of Ftul. Attletes. 
Uth 3'ear of Cleo- 
patra* 
14th year of Cleo- 
patra. 



«d year of V^m9* 

trm Soter. 
2d ytar of Beiiie* 

trius Nicator. 
5th year of Antjov 

gUus Sfdetes, 
17th year o£Autio« 

chus Gryfias. 
18th yearpf Antio* 

cbw Gr^pui. 
5th year 9f Tk* 



14th year gf Ji^ 
graBe«» 



Roman Emperors. 



27th ^earof Attgiu* 
ia9. 



A«^Cr*Ca 



4720 
4725 

4728 
4739 



12 



15 



26 



37th year of Augns- 
tns. 

42d year of Augus- 
tus; 1st of l^be- 
rinsjolkitly. 

Ist year of Tiberius 
alone, 

I5th year of Tibe 
ri us jointly ; l^th 
yeas aloite. 
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Lately published, hy the same Juthor, 

1. A DISSERTATION on the PROPHECIES, that ba^c 
teen fulfilled, are how fulfilling, « or will hereafter be fulfilled^ 
leUtive to the" great Period of 1260 Years} the Papal and 
Mohammedan Apostasies, the Tyrannical ileign of Antichrist, 
or the Itifidel Po\teri and the Restoration of the Jtfws. 

The fourth edition^ in two large volumes octaYOy price in 
boards IL Is. 

\ «. A GENERAL and CONNECTED VIEW of the PRO- 

^ PllECIES, relative to the Conversion, Restoration, Unioti^ 

and Future Glory, of the Houses of Judah and Israel ; th« 
Progress and final Overthrow of the Antichristian Confederacy 
in the Land of Palestine ; and the ultimate general Diifusion 
of Christianity^ 

The second editiorii in two volumes octavo, price in boards 

178. 

N.B, The above, with the Dissertation on the Prophecy of 
theSeventy Weeks, completes the Author's Plan of Dissertations 
on the Prophecies, which reach to,^ or beyond, the great Pe- 
liod of 126Q Years. 

S. A DISSERTATION on the MYSTERltS of the CA- 
BIRI ; or Che Great Gods of Pheuiciai Samothrace, Egypt, 
Troas, Greece, Italy, and Crete; being an Attempt to deduce 
t^ several Orgies of Isis, Ceres, Mithras, Baccbus, Rhea, 
Ailonis, and Hecate, fVom an Union of the Rites comniemora^ 
tive of the Deluge with the Adoration of the Hosts of Heaven, 

In two large volumes octavo, price in* boards l6s. 
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